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In the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


No. 2510. 

Cotter T. Bride, Appellant, 
vs. 

James C. Reeves et al. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. 29187, Docket 64. 

Cotter T. Bride, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

James C. Reeves, Agnes Reeves, llis Wife; W. Walton Edwards 
and William H. Shipley, Trustees; Jesse H. Powell, Galen E. 
Green, Harry L. Light, John Ridout, William J. Kehoe, Defend¬ 
ants. 


United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

^ Be it remembered, that in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 

1 Bill for Specific Performance. 

Filed March 10, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding an 

Equity Court for said District. 

No. 29187, Docket 64. 

Cotter T. Bride, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

1, James C. Reeves; 2, Agnes Reeves, His Wife; 3, W. Walton 
Edwards, and 4, William H. Shipley, Trustees; 5, Jesse H. 
Powell; 6, Galen E. Green; 7, Harry L. Light; 8, John Ridout; 
9, William J. Kehoe, Defendants. 

To the Honorable Justice of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia holding an Equity Court for said District: 

The bill of complaint of the above named plaintiff, respectfully 
represents as follows: 

1—2510a 
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COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


1. That he is a citizen of the United States, and a resident of the 
Uistnc-t ol Columbia, and he brings this suit in his own right. 

1 hat the defendants are all citizens of the United States and resi- 
dents ol the District ot Columbia, and are sued in their own 
right, as hereinafter more specifically set forth, except the de¬ 
fendants W. Walton Edwards and William H. Shipley who 
are sued as Trustees. 


lliat heretofore, to wit: on and prior to March —, 1904. the de¬ 
fendant herein, James C. Reeves was the owner of a good title bv ad¬ 
verse possession, but without a good record title, in and to all those 
pieces or parcels of land, in the City of Washington, District of 
Columbia, known and designated on the ground plan or plat thereof 
fe( l u \ ire - six hundred and four (004), and six hundred andfive 
if'’ alld here f ofore to wit: on the 4th day of March 1904, beiim 
such owner of said lands by adverse possession, he the said James C. 
Keeves began and instituted proceedings in order to obtain a decree 
confirming and establishing in him the said James C. Keeves a 
good tnle of record in fee simple, because of adverse possession of 
said lands and premises for a period greater than twenty-two (22) 
years, and said proceedings were and arc cause in Equitv No. 
2io21, of (lie Supreme Court of the District of Columbia ' Tha* 
during the progress of said cause, and prior to a final decree therein' 
to ."it: °n -^pril 14, 190o, the said Janies C. Reeves contracted in 
writing with plaintiff, and thereby agreed to convev to the plaintiff 

ThH*Tl, SqUi ' rC a ?! ' ,re,,,ise!i for ‘he price and sum of 

Ihree Thousand Dollars ($3000.00), free of all encumbrances and 

of T ’y said contract as aforesaid, plaintiff agreed fo buv said lands 

the said James C Reeves, and as earnest monev, and at the 

time when said contract was signed and made,' plaintiff paid 

•s to the said James C. Reeves as part of the purchase price the 

sum of $100.00 (One hundred Dollars). That said formal 

instrument of writing was duly acknowledged before a Notarv Puh- 

3077^1 f“ ? r ?o°« rded on , A P ril T 30 . 1907 ’ h.v Plaintiff, in Lihe, No. 
iumbia f \.,d ol ’ 7-ff ° f Land Records of District of Co- 
andrias foiio^ " 3 ™ “ trUe C °P>’ ° f said ™‘™t was 


, a J'T a f !r f e 1 ment made and entered into this 14" day of April 
190o, by and between James C. Reeves of the District of' Columbia 
party of the first part, and Cotter T. Rride, party of the second 
part.—Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title to Square- 
six hundred and four (604) and six hundred and fivp 
over to Cotter T Bride his right hum 

dred and four (t>04) and Square six hundred and five (605) unon 
the payment of Three Thousand Dollars ($3000.00). the same t«! be 
a good title and free of incumbrances Received nn tfio u • * 
and 00/100 dollars ($60.00). Pd ° n the above SIxt >' 


JAMES C. REEVES. 
COTTER T. BRIDE. 


[seal.] 

I 
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District of Columbia, ss: 

Personally appeared before me a Notary Public for the District of 
Columbia, aforesaid, James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride, who are 
personally known to me to be the persons who signed the 
4 above agreement, and acknowledged the same to be their act 
and deed. Given under my hand and seal this 14th day of 
April 1905. J 

THOMAS W. SORAN, 

Notary Public” 

“Received C. T. Bride $40.00, on account, J. C. Reeves.” 


4. 1 hat said Equity Cause No. 24521 was prosecuted to a final 
decree by said James C. Reeves, and on April 25, 1907 a final decree 
was passed in said cause, vesting in said James C. Reeves a good 
record fee simple title in and to said lands and premises. That there¬ 
upon during the months of May and June 1907, plaintiff made 
application upon said James C. Reeves to comply with the terms of 
said contract; but said James C. Reeves put plaintiff off, and would 
not comply, although said plaintiff tendered himself ready, able and 
willing to comply with the terms of said contract upon his part, 
and lie was in fact able ready and willing to comply. That said 
James C. Reeves from time to time insisted that plaintiff should 
account, to him for the increased market value of said land, but 
plaintiff was unwilling and refused so to comply with such demand, 
but insisted that said contract should be complied with according 
to its terms. That pending said period of time, when plaintiff was 
insisting that said James C. Reeves should comply with his said 
contract and the terms thereof, he the said James C. Reeves^ in 
disregard of his said aforesaid agreement, and without the acqui¬ 
escence, knowledge or consent of plaintiff, did together with his wife. 

the defendant Agnes Reeves, execute and deliver their certain 
° 1 ° f faring date July 23 1907 to the said defendants 

\V. vv alton Edwards and William H. Shipley, Trustees 
to secure the payment of his the said James C. Reeves’ certain promis¬ 
sory note for $o00. in favor of the defendant Jesse TI. Powell said 
note >emg dated July 23rd 1907, and payable in one year after date, 
and bearing interest at the rate of six per centum per annum, pay¬ 
able semi-annually, and in and by said deed of trust, he the said 
James C. Reeves, did convey to said Trustees one of said squares to 
wit; square numbered six hundred and Five. That said deed of 
trust is of record in the Office of the Recorder of Deeds in and for 
the District of Columbia, in Liber 3100, folio 21, et seq., and a true 
copy of said deed of trust is herewith filed, and marked as plaintiff’s 
\ a i • P ra . ve d to he taken and considered as a part hereof. 

And plaintiff further says that prior to accepting said note, and 
said deed of trust, said defendants Jesse H. Powell, W. Walton 
Edwards and llham H Shipley, and recording the same said de¬ 
fendants had full, complete and actual notice, and knowledge of 
said agreement between plaintiff and said James C. Reeves and 
of the record thereof, in the Land Office of the District of Columbia, 
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COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


and your plaintiff is advised that said defendants Jesse 11. Powell, W. 
Walton Edwards and William 11. Shipley, thereby acquired no 
rights in said lands and premises except subject to the prior right 
of your plaintiff. 

Plaintiff* further says that again in disregard of his afore- 
6 said contract with plaintiff, the said James C. Reeves, did 
thereafter, on November 26, 1909, together with his said 
wife, Agnes Reeves, execute and deliver their certain deed in fee 
pimple, bearing date November *20, 1909 to the said defendant Galen 
E. Green, conveying to him the said Galen E. Green, in fee simple 
said other square to wit: Square numbered six hundred and four. 
That said deed is duly recorded among the Land Records of the 
District of Columbia, in Liber No. 3290, folio 178, and a true copy 


whereof is hereto annexed, as complainant's Exhibit “B,” and prayed 
to be taken as a part hereof. That prior to receiving said deed for 
record, and prior to the record thereof, the said Galen E. Green had 
full, complete and actual notice, and knowledge of said agreement 
between plaintiff and said James C. Reeves, and also of the record 
thereof. 


That thereafter said Galen E. Green, who is unmarried, did on 
the 15th day of December. 1909, by his certain deed of that date, 
convey said lands and premises, that i* to say said Square Numbered 
six hundred and four, to the defendant Ilarry T. Light; and said 
deed is duly recorded among the land Records of the District of 
Columbia, in Liber No. 3290, at folio 111, one of the Land Records 
as aforesaid, of said District, and a copy of said deed is herewith 
filed as plaintiff's Exhibit “C,” and the same i* prayed to be taken 
and read as a part hereof. That prior to receiving said deed, an I 
before recording the same, the said defendant Harry L. Light had 
full, complete and actual notice and knowledge of the agree- 
7 ment hereinbefore referred to between plaintiff and the said 
defendant, James C. Reeves, and of the fact that said agree¬ 
ment was as hereinbefore stated, duly recorded among the Land 
Records of the District of Columbia. And thereafter to wit: on the 


10th day of December, 1909. said defendants James C. Reeve* and 
Galen E. Green, by an agreement duly recorded on January 3. 
1910. undertook to enter into a contract and agreement for the sale 
of said square 605, and a true copy of said agreement is herewith 
filed as complainant’s Exhibit “1)’ and the same is prayed to bo 
taken as a part hereof. And plaintiff says that prior to the recording 
of said agreement said Galen E. Green had full, complete and actual 
notice and knowledge of the agreement hereinbefore referred to 
between plaintiff and the said defendant, James C. Reeve*, and of 
the fact that said agreement was as hereinbefore stated, duly re¬ 
corded among the Land Records of the District of Columbia. 

5. And plaintiff further says that subsequent to the recording 
of said agreement between plaintiff and said defendant James C. 
Reeves, and subsequent to the pas-age of said decree by the Court, 
vesting a complete title good of record in said James C. Reeves, he 
the said James C. Reeves has suffered the following judgments to 
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be recovered against him, in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, as follows: 

One in favor of a certain Lillie M. Shipley for $246.08, dated 
September 7, 1909, and numbered 51911, at Law, upon the 

8 Law side of the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, 
and said judgment has been entered to the use of the de¬ 
fendant herein, John Iiidout, and the same so stands upon the 
record at this time. 

One in favor of a certain Mattie R. Slater for $500 dated Sep¬ 
tember 9, 1909, and numbered 51918, upon the law side of the Su¬ 
preme Court of the District of Columbia, but now entered to the 
use upon the docket of said Court in said cause, of the said defend¬ 
ant, William J. Kehoe. • 

And one judgment in favor of the Commercial National Bank for 
$170 dated October 22, 1909, and numbered 52041, at Law, in the 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, but now entered to the 
use of the said defendant William J. Kehoe, upon the docket of 
said Court, in said cause. 

That said judgments severally remain unpaid, and unsatisfied, 
but no execution has been issued thereupon, and no special lien 
sought to be acquired thereby upon said lands and premises herein¬ 
before referred to; and your plaintiff is advised, and being so ad¬ 
vised avers that said judgments are subordinate to his equity by 
virtue of his said contract and agreement hereinbefore referred to 
with said James C. Reeves. 

6. And complainant further says that said James C. Reeves has 
allowed said several squares to become in arrears in respect of the 
payment of taxes, and suffered the same to be sold for taxes due 
thereupon, which are now an additional encumbrance thereupon. 
\ our complainant is advised that all such charges, which of necessity 
must be paid, should be deducted from the amount of the 

9 purchase price by him to be paid for said lands and premises. 

7. That when plaintiff first acquired knowledge of the fact 
that in July 28 1907 said James C. Reeves had made, executed, and 
cause- to be recorded said deed of trust to said defendants W. Walton 
Ldwards and William II. Shipley, he expostulated with said de¬ 
fendant James C. Reeves, and insisted that he should remove said 
cloud upon the title, and conform to the terms of his said contract. 
J hat said James C. Reeves, at times would agree so to do, and kept 
postponing plaintiff, and would then refuse, so to do, and vacillated 
from one purpose to another, in his statements to plaintiff, and 
kept postponing plaintiff from time to time, and in the meanwhile 
said record became further and further complicated, as far as the 
rights of plaintiff were concerned as hereinbefore stated, without 
the fault or knowledge or concurrence of plaintiff; and finally, and 
as terminating all reasonable expectation of having said defendant 
James 0. Reeves comply with his said agreement, vour plaintiff 
received from said James 0. Reeves, a letter of which the following 
is a true copy: 
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“November 19, 1909. 

Mr. C. T. Bride, 131 B Street S. E., Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: If you will furnish statement of moneys ad- 

10 vanced and tax©- paid for James C. Reeves, and add the legal 
interest you are entitled to, but without anv other charge or 

bonus and with the vouchers thereto, your claim will l>e paid, an ! 
I will thank you to let me hear from you. at your earliest con¬ 
venience. Some time ago, Mr. Manogue orally stated that the 
amount was $400.14, and that amount Mr. Reeves disputes, and it 
now awaits the exhibition of vouchers by you. If we do not adjust 
this matter on this line, I am preparing to institute a suit, and you 
will be marie a party. 

I beg to add. however, that the agreement which you have tiled 
of record, is in my opinion incapable of being enforced against 
Reeves, and I would only welcome a suit by you to enforce it. 
you seem to have no inclination to do that, I shall have to make 
the move myself, but before doing that we feel that you should be 
reimbursed for the money you have actually parted with to Reeves. 

Awaiting vour earlv replv. I am, vours verv truly, 

W. WALTON EDWARDS.” 

That said letter was written with the knowledge and bv the au¬ 
thority of said James C. Reeves: and until its receipt, plaintiff hu l 
been from time to time lead to entertain a reasonable expectation 
that said defendant James C. Reeves, would adjust the record, and 
perform his said contract; but upon the receipt of said 

11 letter, plaintiff determined and became convinced that hi* 
only remedy was in this honorable Court. 

S. Plaintiff says that he is informed and being so informed be¬ 
lieves that said defendant Agnes Reeves is about forty years of age, 
that she is in good health, and that she has a right of dower in and 
to the said lands and premises. 

9. And plaintiff is advised, and believes, and so believing avers 
that he is entitled in a Court of Equity to have said contract between 
himself and said James C. Reeves specifically enforced, and further 
to have said several deeds, deeds of trust, notes therebv secured, and 
such other contracts of records as may exist, cancelled, and de¬ 
clared to l>e subordinate to the paramount right of plaintiff; and 
that he is flirt her entitled to have said judgments declared not to 
be liens upon said lands and premises, but subordinate to his para¬ 
mount right. And further that he is entitled to have all charges, 
expenses, taxes and claims, which may be a prior lien upon said 
property paid and deducted from the purchase price. And plaintiff 
further says that because of the wrongful act of the said defendant 
James C. Reeves, in encumbering said lands and premises, and at¬ 
tempting to convey them away, and, thereby beclouding his title 
thereto, he the said James C. Reeves has placed it beyond his own 
power to make a voluntary compliance with his said contract, with¬ 
out the intervention of a court of Equity, and such conduct and 
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misconduct on his part, that is to say on the part of the said 
12 James C. Reeves, has and does excuse the plaintiff from mak¬ 
ing a tender to the said defendant. But plaintiff has been • 
always leady, able and willing, and demanding of the said defend¬ 
ant James C. Keeves a compliance on his part of said contract, and 
has always tendered himself ready and able and willing; and plain- 
till now tenders himself ready, able and wdlling to comply with 
the terms of said sale, and offers to pay into Court, upon the Court’s 
direction, such sum as the court may determine proper and right, 
after deducting all proper charges and commissions as aforesaid’ 
which will have to be ascertained by a reference to the Auditor of 
the Court, or by evidence in that behalf. 

And now being without remedy at law, plaintiff prays as follows: 

1. I hat due process be issued from this Honorable Court and 
served upon the said defendants James C. Keeves, Agnes Keeves W 
Walton Edwards, William H. Shipley, Trustees, Jesse H. Powell’ 
Ui en E. Green, Harry L. Light, John Ridout, and William J. 
Kehoe, requiring them to appear and answer the exigencies of this 

2. That an account be taken to ascertain the various encum- 
brances upon said lands and premises, and the amounts due there¬ 
upon by way of taxes or otherwise, and that the Court decree the 
same subject to the paramount right of plaintiff, or that the same 
be paid out of the purchase price. 

That said deed and said several deeds of trust in the fourth 
paragraph hereof referred to, be declared null and void, in 
Id so far as the same concerns the right and title of plaintiff in 
and to said lands and premises. 

. sa *^ defendant James C. Keeves may be decreed to spe¬ 

cifically perform said contract, and required to make, execute and 

deliver to your plaintiff a good and valid deed for said lands and 
premises. 

5. And for such other and further relief, as the nature of the case * 
may require, and to Equity mav seem proper and just 

COTTER T. BRIDE, Plaintiff . 

DANIEL 0. C. CALLAGHAN, 

WILLIAM W. BRIDE, 

MASON N. RICHARDSON, 

Attorneys. 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, Cotter T. Bride, on oath say I have read the aforegoing bill bv 
me subscribed and that I know- the contents thereof and that the 
facts therein stated as of my own knowledge are true, and that the 
facts therein stated on information and belief I believe to be true 

COTTER T. BRIDE! 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 9th day of March A. D. 
1910. 

[seal-] MARTIN L. WELFLEY, 

Notary Public, D. C. 
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“Plaintiff s Exhibit Al.” 


This deed, made this 23rd day of July A. D. 1907 by and be¬ 
tween James C. Peeves and Agnes Peeves, his wife, of the city of 
W ashington, District of Columbia, parties of the first part, and 
W. \\ alton Edwards and William H. Shipley of the same place, as 
trustees parties of the second part; 

W hereas, James C. Peeves is justly indebted unto Jesse H. Powell 
in the full sum of Five Hundred ($500 xx/100) Dollars this day 
borrowed, and lor which sum he has executed his one promissory 
note of over date herewith for the sum of Five Hundred Dollars, 
pa} able to the order ol said Je^?e II. Powell one year after date bear¬ 
ing interest at six per cent, per annum, interest payable semi¬ 
annually, and reserving to pay said note at any time before maturity 
by giving 60 days’ notice. 

And wheieas the parties ol the first part desire to secure the 
prompt payment of said debt, and interest thereon, when and as the 
same shall Income due and payable, and all costs and expenses in¬ 
curred in lespect thereto, including reasonable counsel fees incurred 
or paid by the said parties of the second part or substituted trustee, 
or by any person hereby secured, on account of any litigation at 
law oi in equit\ which may arise in respect to this trust or the prop- 
erty hereinafter mentioned, and of all money which may be ad¬ 
vanced as provided herein, with interest on all such costs 
lo and advances from the date thereof. 

therefore, this indenture witnesseth, that the parties 
of the first part, in consideration of the premises, and of one dollar 
lawful money of the United States of America, to them in hand 
paid by the parties of the second part, the receipt of which, before 
the sealing and delivery of these presents, is hereby acknowledged 
have granted, and do hereby grant unto the parties of the second 
part or the survivor of them the following described land and prem¬ 
ises, situate in the city of Washington, District of Columbia, known 
and distinguished as Lots One (1), Two (2), Three (3), Four (4). 
Five (o), and Six (6), in Square Six Hundred and Five (605) 
together with all the improvements in anywise appertaining and 
all the estate, right, title, interest and claim, either at law or in 
equity, or otherwise however, of the parties of the first part of in 
to. or out of the said land and premises. P ’ ’ 

In and upon the tnists, nevertheless, hereinafter declared- that 
is to say: In trust to permit said parties of the first part their — or 
assigns, to use and occupy the said described land and premises and 
the rents, issues, and profits thereof to take, have, and apply to and 
for their sole use and benefit, until default lie made in the payment 
of said promissory note hereby secured or any instalment of interest 
thereon, when and as the same shall liecome due and payable or 
any proper cost or expense in and about the same as hereinafter 
provided. 

16 And upon the full payment of all of said note and the 

interest thereon, and all moneys advanced or expended as 
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herein provided, and all other proper costs, charges, commissions, 
halt-commissions and expenses, at any time before the sale herein¬ 
after provided for, to release and reconvey the said described prem¬ 
ises unto the said James C. Keeves his heirs or assigns, at his or their 
cost. 

And upon this further trust, upon any default or failure being 
made in the payment ot said note or of any instalment of principal 
or inteiest thereon, when and as the same shall become due and pay- 
able, or upon default being made in the payment, after demand 
therefor, of any money advanced as herein provided for, or of any 
proper cost, charge, commission, or expense in and about the same, 
then and at any time thereafter the said parties of the second part 
or the survivor of them or the trustee acting in the execution of this 
trust shall have the power and it shall be their or his duty there- 
atter to sell, and in case of any default of any purchaser to resell 
the said described land and premises at public auction, upon such 
terms and conditions, in such parcels, at such time and place, and 
after such previous public advertisement as the parties of the second 
part or the trustee acting in the execution of this trust, shall deem 
advantageous and proper; and to convev the same in fee simple 
upon compliance with the terms of sale, to and at the cost of the 
purchaser or purchasers thereof, who shall not l>e required 
1/ to see to the application of the purchase money; and of the 
proceeds of said sale or sales: Firstly, to pay all proper costs, 

( larges and expenses, including all fees and costs herein provided 
for and all moneys advanced for taxes, insurance, and assessments, 
with interest thereon as provided herein, and all taxes, general and 
special, due upon said land and premises at time of sale and to 
retain as compensation a commission of ten per centum’ on the 
amount of the said sale or sales; secondly, to pav whatever may 
then remain unpaid of said said note, whether the same shall be due 
or not, and the interest thereon to date of payment, it being agreed 
that said note shall, upon such sale being made before the maturity 
of said note be and become immediately due and payable at the 
election of the holder thereof; and, lastly, to pay the remainder 
of said proceeds, if any there lie, to said James C. Reeves his heirs 
or assigns, upon the delivery and surrender to the purchaser his 
her or their heirs or assigns, of possession of the premises so as afore¬ 
said sold and conveyed, less the expense, if any, of obtaining pos¬ 
And the said James C. Reeves does hereby agree at his own cost, 
during all the time wherein any part of the matter herebv secured 
shall be unsettled or unpaid, to keep the said improvements insured 
against loss by fire in the full sum of — dollars, in the name and to 
the satisfaction of the parties of the second part, or substituted trus- 
tee, in such fire insurance company or companies as the said 
18 parties of the second part may select, who shall apply what- 
ever may be received therefrom to the payment of the matter 
hereby secured, whether due or not, unless the party entitled to re- 
ceive shall waive the right to have the same so applied; and also to 
pay all taxes and assessments, both general and special, that mav be 
2—2510a y 
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assessed against, or become due on said land and premises during 
the continuance of this trust, and that upon any neglect or default 
to so insure, or to pay taxes and assessments, any party hereby se¬ 
cured may have said improvements insured and pay said taxes and 
assessments, and the expense thereof shall be a charge hereby se¬ 
cured and bear interest at the rate of six per centum per annum 
from the time of such payment. 

And it is further agreed that if the said property shall be adver¬ 
tised for sale as herein provided and not sold, the trustee or trustees 
acting shall be entitled to one-half the commission above provided, 
to be computed on the amount of the debt hereby secured. 

And the said parties of the first part covenant that they will 
warrant specially the land and premises hereby conveyed, and that 
they will execute such further assurances of said land as may be 
requisite or necessary. 

In witness whereof, the said parties of the first part have here¬ 
unto set their hands and seals on the day and vear first hereinbefore 
written. 

Signed, sealed, and delivered in the presence of— 

ROBERT L. WILLIAMS. 




JAMES C. REEVES. [seal.J 
AGNES REEVES. [seal.] 


19 United States of America: 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, Robert L. Williams a Notary Public in and for the District of 
Columbia, do hereby certify that James C. Reeves and Agnes Reeves, 
his wife parties to a certain Deed bearing date on the 23rd dav of 
July 1907, and hereto annexed, personally appeared before me in 
said District the said James C. Reeves and Agnes Reeves his wife 
being personally well known to me as the persons who executed the 
said Deed and acknowledged the same to be their act and deed. 

Given under my hand and seal this 23rd day of July, A. D. 1907. 

ROBERT L. WILLIAMS, 

[seal.] Notary Public, I). C. 

(Endorsed:) Received for record on the 24th day of July A. D. 
1907 at 10.08 o’clock A. M., and recorded in Liber No. 3,100 at 
folio 21 one of the Land Records for the District of Columbia and 
examined by John C. Dancy, Recorder. 
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20 “Plaintiff's Exhibit B.” 

deed made this Twenty-sixth day of November in the year 

Reev2°aTd nd \rmp! £ undre d1 and nine by and between James C. 
Kee \ e and Agnes Reeves his wife of the District of Columbia 
grantors [part- of the first part, and]* Galen E. Green, of said Dig- 
net, granted [part- of the second part] :* 

forward in 

^ ltnesseth, That [in]* consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars— 

., said grantee 

paid to them by [Dollars, the part- of the first part]* they the said 

„ . i,, and convey unto said grantee ' 

grantors do hereby grant [unto the part- of the second parti* in fee 

simple the following described [all — piece or pareelofknd in thel* 

Zt 1* mt'ilTn "f’ q he DiStri< t ,° f Colu ! nbia » [described as fol¬ 
low., | to wit. All of Square numbered Six Hundred and Four- 

all the 

together with [the improvements,]* rights, [privileges,]* and 
easements, thereunto B 

[appurtenances to the same]* belonging. 

fee^mpte ^ ‘° ho1 '' th ® Said 1681 estate unto the said Santee in 
a j u •! r grantors to 

And the said [part- of the first part covenant that — will]* warrant 
land and premises 

specially the [property]* hereby conveyed: and that they will exe- 
cute such further asurances [of said land]* as may be requisite 
" , whereof the said grantors have hereunto set 

fore]* written. hen ’ ^ SCals the day and year herein fbe- 

JAMES C. REEVES [seal.] 

r t AGNES REEVES [seal ] 

[In presence of]* L ,J 

Witness: 

C. E. SESSFORD. 

21 District of Columbia, To wit: 

aforesaid* E ' Se88f ° rd a Notary p ^ lV>lic in and for the District 

U hL bia v* do , hereb - v certify that James C. Reeves and Agnes 
Reeves, hu wife who are personally well known to me to be the 

annexed Deed^ PerS ° nS ’ wh ° executed the [part-^toTcertein 
deed l>earing]* dated [on the]* November 26th, A. D. 1909, [and 

[* Words enclosed in brackets erased in copy.] 
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, ine 
hereto annexed,]* personally appeared before me in [said]* Dis¬ 
trict [the said |* aforesaid [being personally well known to me as 
the person- who executed the said Deed]* and acknowledged the 
said deed 

[same]* to be their act and deed. 

Given under my hand and seal this Eleventh dav of December 
A. D. 1909. 

_ _ CHAS. E. GESSFORI), [seal. | 

[ seal.] Notary Public in and for 

the District of Columbia. 

(Endorsed:) Received for record on the 13th day of December, 

P' 1^9? at 0 ( ‘lock P. M., and recorded in Liber No. 3.290 
at folio 1*8 one of the Land Records for the District of Columbia 
and examined by R. \Y. Dutton, Deputy Recorder. 


22 Plaintiff's Exhibit C.” 

This deed made this Fifteenth day of December in the year of our 
Lord one thousand nine hundred and nine by and between Galen E. 
Green, widower, of the District of Columbia grantor and [part- of 
the first part, and]* Harry L. Light, of the District of Columbia 
grantee [part- of the second part:]* 

for and in 

Witnesseth, that [in]* consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars 

the said grantee he, the said 
in current money paid to him by [Dollars, the part- of the first part 
grantor does hereby grant unto the said grantee 
do- grant unto the part- of the second part,]* in fee simple, the 
described real estate 

following [all — piece or parcel of land]* in the city of Washington, 
in the District of Columbia, [described as follows,]* to-wit: 

All of Square Six Hundred and Four: [together with the improve- 
all the rights and easements thereunto belonging 
ments, rights, privileges, and appurtenances to the same belong¬ 
ing]* or appertaining. 

To have and to hold the said real estate unto said grantee in fee 
simple in and upon the trusts expressed in a declaration of trust of 
even date herewith and which is made a part hereof. With full 
power and authority [and the said part- of the first part covenant- 
that — will warrant the property herebv conveved]* to convev the 
same or any part thereof or any part thereof in his discretion as 
between him and such purchaser or purchasers thereof who shall not 
be required to see to the due exercise of any [and that — will execute 
such further assurances of said land as may be requisite]* 
23 dbcretion nor to the due application of anv purchase 
money. 


[* ^ ords enclosed in brackets erased in copy.] 
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In testimony whereof the said grantor has hereunto [set his hand 
and affixed his seal]* 

[Witness]* set his hand and affixed his seal the day and year first 
herein [before]* written. 

GALEN E. GREEN, [seal.] 

[In presence of]* 

Wit.npss • 

JENNIE M. SHAFFER. 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, Jennie M. Shaffer, a Notary Public in and for the District [of 
aforesaid 

Columbia], do hereby certify that Galen E. Green, who is person¬ 
ally well known to me to be the grantor in and the person who exe¬ 
cuted the foregoing and annexed Deed dated December 15th, 1909, 

[part- to a certain Deed bearing date on the — day of-19—, 

. the 

and hereto annexed, personally]* appeared before me in [said]* 
District [the said]* aforesaid and acknowledged the said Deed to be 
his act and Deed [being personally well known to me as the person 
who executed the said Deed and acknowledged the same to be — act 
and deed].* 

Given under my hand and notarial seal this 18th day of Decem¬ 
ber, 1909. 

JENNIE M. SHEFFER, [seal.] 
[seal.] Notary Public, D. C. 

24 (Endorsed:) Received for record on the 21st day of De¬ 
cember A. D. 1909 at 1.24 o’clock P. M., and recorded in 

Liber No. 3,296 at folio 111 one of the Land Records for the District 
of Columbia, and examined by John C. Dancy, Recorder. 

25 Exhibit D. 

James C. Reeves 
to 

Galen E. Green. 

Agreement. 

Recorded January 3rd, 1910, at 10:50 A. M. 

Liber 3293, Folio 169 et seq. 

This Agreement, Made this tenth day of December A. D. 1909, 
between James C. Reeves and Galen E. Green, witnesseth: That the 
parties have agreed together as follows: The said Reeves agrees to 
sell and said Green agrees to buy the following described real estate, 

[* Words and figures enclosed in brackets erased in copy.] 
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in the City of Washington, in the District of Columbia, to wit: All 
of square numbered six hundred and five. Price to be six cents per 
square foot, payable in cash as hereinafter set forth, the sum of one 
hundred dollars is now paid to, and is to be held by W. Walton Ed¬ 
wards as attorney for said Reeves and is to be applied as hereinafter 
set forth. The title to said square is understood now to be subject to 
apparent objections all of which can be removed by appropriate ju¬ 
dicial proceedings. It is therefore agreed that the time within which 
said sale is to be completed by payment of purchase money, convey¬ 
ance and delivery of actual possession is fixed at June 10th. 1010, 
unless before that time said Reeves is able to convey said square to 
said Green by a good record title in fee simple that is, such a title as 
will be pronounced by the Columbia and Real Estate Title Insurance 
Companies as a good record title unencumbered and without 

26 any question or qualification whatsoever. So soon as, on or 
before June 10th, 1010 said Reeves can convey such title, the 

sale shall be closed. When said Reeves is ready to convey such a 
title as is hereinbefore described by a deed in which he will procure 
his wife to join, and to deliver possession of said square said Green 
agrees to pay the balance of the purchase money. All taxes of every 
kind whether due or payable up to the date of delivery of the deed 
and of possession shall be paid, by said Reeves, if said Reeves cannot 
on or before June 10, 1910, deliver such title as is hereinbefore pro¬ 
vided for, said Green shall be entitled to the return of said $100 paid 
as aforesaid, unless the delay is not the fault of said Reeves, in case 
of unavoidable delay, a reasonable additional time shall be allowed. 
Said Reeves agrees without unnecessary delay to proceed at his own 
expense and in such manner as shall be approved by said Green’s 
counsel to remove the existing objections to the title. The said Green 
agrees at once to order a certificate of title to said square from the 
said Title Insurance Companies, the cost of which shall, in the first 
instance, be paid by said Green but if said Reeves shall not be able 
or shall for any reason fail to deliver possession and such title as is 
hereinbefore described, on or before June 10, 1910, said Reeves shall 
forthwith on or before said June 10, 1910 repay to said Green the 
sum paid by him for said certificate of title and the amount paid by 
said Green at the execution of this agreement to said Edwards 

27 and said sum shall be a lien on said square enforceable by 
appropriate Equity proceedings. In case said Reeves shall 

without legal excuse, fail to take steps to perfect said title on or be¬ 
fore June 10, 1910, said Green may at his option either recover 
damage against said Reeves by appropriate action or may enforce 
specific performance in Equity with proper deductions for defects 
and commutation of dower of said Reeves’ wife, to be fixed by the 
Court. If said Green shall without legal excuse fail to comply with 
the terms of sale as hereinbefore provided, said Reeves may at his 
option either retain said $100 on account of damages for such 
breach, and recover the balance by appropriate action or he may 
enforce specific performance in Equity. If said Reeves desires it, 
said Green will lease said square to said Reeves from the date of 
completion of the sale up to July 31st, 1910, at a rental of — per 
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month. If said Reeves desires it (lie Shipley Judgment now existing 
against said Reeves may be used to aid said Reeves in clearing the 
title to said square by levy and sale thereunder, the cost of said levy 
and side to be paid out of the fund retained to pay taxes and judg¬ 
ments on square six hundred and four in said City and District. 

JAMES C. REEVES. 
GALEN E. GREEN. 


28 District of Columbia, To wit: 

1, Jennie M. Sheffer, a Notary Public in and for the District afore¬ 
said, heieb\ certify that Janies E. Reeves who is personallv well 
known to me as the grantor in and the person who executed the 
aforegoing and annexed agreement, dated Dec. 10 1900, personally 
appeared before me in the said District and acknowledged the said 
agreement to be Ins act. Given under my hand and Notarial Seal 
tins 31st day of December A. D. 1909. 

JENNIE M. SHEFFER, 

Lnotarial seal.] Notary Public, D. C. 


District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, S. A. Terry, a Notary Public in and for the District aforesaid 
do hereby certify that Galen E. Green who is personallv well known 
to me to be one of the parties to the foregoing and annexed agree¬ 
ment, dated the 10' day of December 1909, personally appeared be¬ 
fore me in the District aforesaid, and acknowledged the same to be 

E 8 . act and dee( l- Given under my hand and Notarial seal this 
Ihird day of January 1910. 

r , S. A. TERRY, 

[ notarial seal.] Notary Public . 


29 Office of the Recorder of Deeds, 

District of Columbia. 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and verified copy of 
an instrument as recorded in Liber 3293 folio 169 et seq., one of the 
Land Records of the District of Columbia. ’ 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 
the seal of this office this 8th day of March, A. D. 1910 

r n R. W.‘ DUTTON, 

L seal -J Deputy Recorder of Deeds, D. C. 


30 Answer of James C. Reeves . 

Filed July 28, 1911. 

* * * * * * * 

The defendant, Janies C. Reeves, for answer to the bill of com¬ 
plaint in this cause, says: 

1. He admits the averments of paragraph 1, of the bill. 

2. Answering paragraph 2, he admits the averments thereof re- 
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specting plaintiff’s title to square numbers 604 and 605, in the City 
of Washington, District of Columbia, and as to the institution by de¬ 
fendant of Equity proceedings to establish title of record to said real 
estate. 

He denies that he ever entered into a valid, or binding, contract 
with the plaintiff to sell to him the said squares of ground, and he 
denies that the legal effect of the paper which is intended to be re¬ 
ferred to in said paragraph 2, is correctly set forth therein; and he 
denies that the said plaintiff paid to this defendant the sum of 
$100.00, on account of the alleged purchase of said real estate, at the 
time said paper was signed. 

o. lie admits that he and the said plaintiff signed a paper dated 
April 14th, 1905, which is truly copied into this paragraph of the 
l)ill, except that as so copied the said paper purports to bear a seal 
after the signature of defendant, and defendant says that the paper 
. as signed, a duplicate, or original of which is in his possession, 

61 contained no seals after the signature of either party, and he 
avers that the said paper relied on by the plaintiff has been 

altered by him, or by his procurement, without the knowledge, or 
consent, of this defendant in a material matter, and that thereby the 
said paper, if otherwise effective, which this defendant avers it is not, 
has been wholly annulled and voided. 

Further answering, defendant says that the said paper is whollv 
insufficient as an agreement for sale of said real estate and entirely 
fails to meet the requirements of section 1117 of the Code, and de¬ 
fendant denies that by virtue of said paper he is in anv wise bound 
to make sale of said real estate to the plaintiff. He admits that the 
said paper was filed for record and recorded, but says, having been 
altered befoie its said record, such record is wholly ineffective'to im¬ 
part any notice of the said agreement to anv person subsequentlv 
dealing with the property. 

Further answering said paragraph defendant says that heretofore 
one John G. Slater, who advertised as an expert in quieting titles to 
land, and acting on behalf of and in connection with the said Bride 
procured this defendant to employ said Slater to quiet the title to the 
said property, and, thereafter, this defendant signed an agreement 
with said Slater, whereby, for the sum of $1200.00, said Slater a<»reed 
to pay all the costs, furnish counsel and file suit, and thereafter to 
conduct the same to a successful termination, and thi« de- 

62 fendant avers that the said Bride had notice of the aforesaid 
agreement, and was to participate in the price therebv pro¬ 
vided for. Thereafter suit was instituted and a final decree obtained 
purporting to quiet the title to said property, but said decree was in¬ 
effectual for this purpose as will hereafter be shown 

In connection with the transaction with said Slater concerning the 
proceedings to quiet title, said Slater acting for mid on hehalf of said 
Bnde, procured and induced this defendant to sign the aforesaid 
paper of Apnl 14tli l905 purporting to be an agreement to sell the 
said real estate This defendant says that the total amount paid bv 
.said Bnde was $100., and not $406.14 as was claimed bv him 

Further answenng said paragraph, this defendant savs that at the 
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time he entered into the contract with said Slater to quiet the title 
to said property, and at the time he signed the said paper of April 
14th, 1905, this defendant was not in a mental condition to under¬ 
stand the nature and extent of said paper, and did not correctly un¬ 
derstand its contents; that the said Slater and the said Bride inten¬ 
tionally misstated the contents and effect of said papers to this de¬ 
fendant, who, as the said Slater and the said Bride well knew, at the 
time of executing the said papers, and each of them, was so much 
under the influence of intoxicating liquor as to be incapable of pro¬ 
tecting his interests in a business transaction, and because of this 
defendant’s impaired mental condition, advantage was taken 

33 of him by the said Slater and Bricle acting together, and 
there was obtained lrom him, not only the unconscionable 

contract for quieting the title, but also the paper of April 14th, 1905, 
whereby it is claimed that for a price of $3,000., this defendant 
agreed to sell two entire squares of ground then worth at least 
$6,000.00, and now worth from $8,000.00 to $10,000.00, for the 
grossly inadequate price of $3,000.00, out of which, after paying the 
said Slater $1200.00, part of which, as defendant avers, was to be 
received by said Bride, and tax claims amounting to about $600.00, 
this defendant would receive only about $1200.00 for said two 
squares; and this defendant says that the said alleged contract of 
April 14th, 1905, is so unfair, inequitable and unjust as to shock 
the conscience, and that said alleged contract is of such a character 
as that its specific performance ought not to be, and will not be, de¬ 
creed by the Court, in whose discretion the relief of specific per¬ 
formance especially lies. 

4. Answering paragraph 4 this defendant says he admits that a 
final decree was passed in said Equity cause No. 24,521, on April 
25th, 1907, but he denies that said decree vested in this defendant a 
good record fee simple title to said property, because many neces¬ 
sary parties defendant were omitted, so that their interests were not 

concluded by said decree. 

_ 

This defendant admits that the plaintiff requested him in May or 
June 1907, to execute a deed in accordance with said alleged 

34 contract, but says that this defendant promptly refused abso¬ 
lutely to comply with said alleged agreement, and that at 

least as early as June, 1907, the plaintiff knew that the defendant 
denied all obligation under said alleged agreement and refused to 
comply therewith. 

This defendant further says that even if the said paper of April 
14th, 1905, were valid and operative, which he denies, the plaintiff 
is entitled to no relief therein, because he has never made any such 
tender of readiness and ability to comply with the terms of said 
paper, as to entitle him to maintain a proceeding for specific per¬ 
formance. 

Further answering this paragraph defendant says that the plaintiff 
delayed from April 1907, until March 10th, 1910, to take any steps 
to enforce compliance with said alleged agreement, and says that, 
during that period of unjustifiable delay, the value of the property, 

3—2510a 
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whieh at the time of the alleged agreement was worth at least twice 
as much as the price tendered therein as plaintiff well knew has ad- 
\anced at east one-third, and that the plaintiff deliberately deferred 
action and speculated upon the situation, realizing as he was no 
doubt advised was the jaw-, that so long as he saw fit to refrain from 
asserting any rights, this defendant would be without power to coerce 
compliancy by lum with said agreement; and this defendant^ 

that by his laches m the premises, the plaintiff has disentitled him- 
sell to specific performance. 

35 This defendant admits that a deed of trust was executed 

k;ii 7 hl T. upo , n sqaare No - 605 substantially as averred in the 
■,,’ aI1< says that the deed of trust was given to obtain money where- 

ou e ht to P hay. L ne J 1,1 F qU ! ty WlUse No - 24 >^L his fee, which 
J r , e ! jeen P ald under the contract between said Slater and 
this defendant by said Slater, and was not payable in any event until 

andHiU 6 jlf® , md , been I ’, elfe< ' te<1 "iuch has not been accomplished: 

1 j: “ ,ls defendant says that even if the plaintiff were entitled to the 
relief he seeks, which he denies, said deed of trust was g en under 

h ° Ught -r any 

thev e stme n ?hl t ! 1 tl ilV I en Tw S ° f ,his paragrajth of the bill so far as 
o' A a! • ). e P lal “ tlff °uuveyed square 604 to Galen K. Green 

and that said Green afterwards conveyed said square to Harry T 

Light, and he denies that either the said Green, or the said Liaht 
had any actual knowledge of any of the alleged rights of plaintiff 

AnriM4tb* ion 1 of tlle de . fect . ive character of said paper of 

Apnl 14th, 190o, and its material alterations before record such 

record imparted no notice to said Green or said Light. 

FnnlHr fUrther ^ yS ol-^ because of tlle defective condition of said 
Eynt) cause, Iso. 24o21, as to parties defendant, a large part of the 

puce for said square ><o. 604 was deducted and withheld to provide 
for the comp etion of said title. He further says that the price at 
which he sold said square No. 604 to said Green, to wit $2 0IS 

is more than § of the price named in the said alleged agree- 
o6 ment for both squares. h 

He also admits the execution of the agreement with said 
Green as to square Jso. 60o, and says the price at which said square 
w-as agreed to be purchased, to wit, $4,049.64 makes the actual value 
of said two squares, as ascertained by actual transactions, more than 
twice as much as is admitted to be established as the price under said 
alleged agreement. 

5. Answering paragraph 5, this defendant admits that the several 
judgments recited therein were obtained against him, and he insists 
that the same are paramount to any claim of the said plaintiff 

6. Answering paragraph 6, this defendant says that the said two 
squares ha\e been sold for taxes, some of which were in arrears be- 
fore the filing of said Equity cause No. 24,521, but, for the reasons 
sta cd in this answer, he says that the condition of the said nronertv 
as to tax sales is unimportant, because he says that the said plaintiff 
is not entitled to the specific performance which he seeks, and he 
says that the claim of the plaintiff that this defendant agreed to sell 
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:r ? nt least $6 ’° ooo ° f ° r $3,000.00, 

itself sufficient to .how that Jff rge , araount "'ere to be paid, is of 
acter a char- 

37 of the bill asmade?and safsfthat aV ? rme . n ^ of Paragraph 7, 
as June 1907 he had notified as b ? re .tofore stated, as early 
of all liability under such aCed f h ® pIa, . ntl ? of his repudiation 
and from that time tHheKit' g th?Tr °j Ap ? 14th > ™<>o, 
contended that his utmost linhiliif a defendant has constantly 
the $ 100.00 which the plaintiff IV ■'? plain(lff was to repay him 
agreement, and such turn ™h.if acco " n ‘ of ««id alleged 

said property, andsiicT repa— nhdn iff ° T ‘ aX 8a , les on 
ready and willing to make and P ?uf ff tenders himself still 

plaintiff has a full, complete and I" 34 j belng the case . the 

what is due him for such payments q *** remedy at law to recover 

il i« neSZtejS' in thi, 
avers that inasmuch as the ^irt* a T> the sai ? ,e ’ but he further 
bound by said agreement it iff. g "-?, Ree \' es is n °t in anywise 
ance thereof, that the plaintiff ifth**'r 6 f ° bave s P ec * fip perform- 
which he has by action f!f dalof f 'l 0 " 6 r ^ m i t,ed to his remedy 
ment, and he is not entitled to claim ” r brea< ‘ b of sa 'd alleged agree- 
with any allowance for the vai e 1 a , c ” nveyan r e of said re.al estate 
Reeves. t,le value of dower right of said Ag'nes 

def r aan ‘ f eDieS the averments 
claim which the said plaintiff onn ^. e on ly possible 

for the repayment of advances for n laVG a f ainst this defendant is 
in respect V JTl for P^ents made bv said plaintiff 

» ss iwawfet &"* «v« 

decree any relief in favor of the said pl’dnt ff * V*™™* to 
dismted wi'th R his , Sts anSW ' ered ’ thi8 defendant P ray s ‘0 be hence 


W. WALTON EDWARDS, 

A tt’y for Deft. 


JAMES C. REEVES. 


subscribed andlknow the contend ttfreoMh^fn ° ing answer V me 
therein stated upon my personal tnnwl i' e ma tters and things 

stated upon information and belief, I believffto bftrue. 6 ’ * ho8e 

JAMES C. REEVES. 

Sworn and subscribed to before me this 28 " day of July, 1911 

n J R- YOUNG, Cl’k. 

By F. E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Ass J t Cl’k. 
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A nswer of Galen E. Green. 

Filed July 28, 1911. 

******* 

The defendant Galen E. Green for answer to so much of 

39 the Rill as he is advised he is required to answer says: 

Tie admits that he purchased square six hundred and four 
from defendant Reeves as is averred in the Bill but he denies that 
he had any actual notice of any supposed rights of Plaintiff to pur¬ 
chase said square. 

lie denies that he obtained constructive notice of any such rights 
by the record of the alleged agreement referred to in the Bill be¬ 
cause he says that said alleged agreement being as he avers it is 
wholly insufficient as an agreement for sale of land to meet the 
requirements of section 1117 of the Code its record advised this de¬ 
fendant that the paper was merely an option which had been 

abandoned for more than three vears so that he assumed as he had 

•/ 

full right to do that Plaintiff had abandoned all idea of claiming 
under said option. 

He further says that since the date of said paper the value of the 
land involved has greatly increased in value as is shown by the 
prices at which square six hundred and four was sold and that at 
which this defendant agreed to buy square six hundred and five. 

This defendant before the filing of the Bill in this cause had sold 
said square six hundred and four to defendant Light and at the time 
of such filing had and now has no interest in said square six hundred 
and four. 

He admits that the agreement for purchase of square six hundred 
and five was made by him as averred in the Bill and says that 

40 the defendant Reeves having been unable to carry out said 
agreement all this defendant’s rights and liabilities there¬ 
under have ceased except that in the event that the Plaintiff’s claim 
shall be sustained this defendant would be entitled to be paid out of 
any sum payable to said Reeves the sum of two hundred dollars being 
one hundred dollars paid said Reeves on account of said agreement 
and one hundred dollars paid by this defendant for examination of 
title to said square six hundred and five which aggregate sum is 
payable to this defendant from said Reeves. 

This defendant has no personal knowledge of the other matters 
and things averred in the Bill and so far as material he requires 
strict proof thereof. 

And having fully answered he prays to be hence dismissed with 
his costs. 

GALEN E. GREEN. 

JNO. RTDOUT. 

Att’y for Deft. 

I do solemnly swear that T have read the foregoing answer by me 
subscribed and know the contents thereof, that the facts therein 
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stated upon my personal knowledge are true and the facts stated 
upon information and belief I believe to be true. 

GALEN E. GREEN. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of July 1911. 

J. R. YOUNG, Clerk, 
By F. W. SMITH, 

Ass’t Clerk. 

41 An»wer of John Ridout. 

Filed July 28, 1911. 

******* 

The defendant John Ridout for answer to so much of the Bill as 
he is advised it is material for him to answer says: 

He admits that he is the assignee of the Judgment referred to in 
the Bill and says he purchased the same in the interest of defendant 
Light. 

He denies that Plaintiff’s supposed claims are in anywise para¬ 
mount to this defendant’s rights under said judgment. 

He has no personal knowledge of the other matters and things 
stated in the Bill and so far as material requires strict proof thereof. 

JOHN RIDOUT. 

I do solemnly swear that 1 have read the foregoing answer by me 
subscribed and know the contents thereof, that the facts therein 
stated upon my personal knowledge are true and the facts 

42 therein stated upon information and belief I believe to be 
true. 

JOHN RIDOUT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th dav of July 1911. 

J. R. YOUNG, Clerk , 
By F. W. SMITH, 

Ass’t Clerk. 

Anmer of W. Walton Edwards and William H. Shipley, Trustees. 

Filed July 28, 1911. 

******* 

The separate answer of W. Walton Edwards and William H. 
Shipley, to the bill of complaint filed in the cause, respectfully 
show: 

That they are trustees under the deed of trust referred to in the 
fourth paragraph of said bill; that they have no interest in the sub¬ 
ject matter of this suit, other than as trustees under said trust, and 
neither admit nor deny the averments of said bill, but in all essential 
matters they require strict proof thereof. 

And having fully answered, they pray to be hence dismissed with 
their reasonable costs. 

W. WALTON EDWARDS. 
WILLIAM H. SHIPLEY. 
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43 We solemnly swear that we have read the foregoing bill 

by us subscribed and know the contents thereof, that the mat¬ 
ters and things therein stated upon our own knowledge are true, and 

those stated upon information and belief, we believe to be true 

W. WALTON EDWARDS. 
WILLIAM H. SIIIPLEY. 

Sworn and subscribed to before me this 28 day of July 1911 

J. R. YOUNG. Cl’k. 

By F. E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Ass’t CVk. 

Answer of Jesse H. Powell. 

Filed July 28, 1911. 

******* 

The separate answer of Jesse IT. Powell to the bill of complaint 
exhibited against him and others in this cause, insofar as he is 
advised it is necessary for him to answer, answering says: 

23, 1907, he loaned the defendant, James C. Reeves 
the full sum of five hundred dollars, giving a check payable to the 
order of said James C. Reeves for that amount and received as se¬ 
curity theiefor a note made by said James C. Reeves of same date, 
payable in one year with 6% interest payable semi-annuallv. 
44 and secured by 1st deed of trust upon all of square 005, Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., which deed of trust was executed by the said 
James C. Reeves and wife, conveying said property to defendants, 
W. Walton Edwards and William IT. Shipley, trustees, and was 
duly recorded among the land records of the District of Columbia. 

That upon said note there was paid interest as follows: 

Interest to Jan. 23, 1908, six months. $15 00 

11 “ July “ « “ “ .V/oo 

li li il 11 1 QAO * ' 

1909, one year. 30.00 

And there is now due on account of said loan, the full sum of 
five hundred dollars, with interest thereon at 6% from July 23, 1909, 
and whate\er reasonable cost and counsel fees as are provided for in 
said trust. 

And having fully answered this defendant prays to be hence dis¬ 
missed with his reasonable costs in this behalf most unjustly sus¬ 
tained. 

W. WALTON EDWARDS, " TOWBU - 

A tfy for Deft. 

June 28, 1911. 

4 

I solemnly swear that I have read the foregoing answer by me 
subscribed, that the matters and things therein stated of my own 

knowledge are true and those stated upon information and belief I 
believe to be true. 


JESSE H. POWELL. 
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Sworn and subscribed to before me this 28th dav of June, 
1911. 

[seal.] J. B. RANDOLPH, 

Notary Public. 


Answer of Hart'y L. Light . 
Filed July 29, 1911. 


The defendant Harry L. Light for answer to so much of the 
Bill in this Cause as he is advised he is required to answer says: 

He admits that he purchased square six hundred and four to 
which the Bill refers, from Galen E. Green and he denies that this 
defendant had before such purchase any actual notice or knowledge 
ol any supposed rights of the Plaintiff to purchase said square. 

He denies that he obtained any constructive notice of any such 
rights by the record of the alleged agreement referred to in the 
Bill because he says said agreement is wholly insufficient as an 
agreement for sale of land under section 1117 of the Code and its 
record simply imparted constructive notice that Plaintiff had an 
option at least three years old of which he had never availed himself 
so that this defendant was fully justified in assuming that Plaintiff 
had abandoned all rights under said alleged agreement. 

4(1 This defendant has paid $1385.29 on account of said 
purchase the balance being held to provide for curing defects 
in the title to said square. 

Defendant is advised that if Plaintiff’s contention should be 
sustained defendant would be entitled to reimbursement of said 
sum so paid out of the purchase money payable by Plaintiff. 

Defendant has no personal knowledge of the other matters and 
things averred in the Bill and so far as material he requires strict 
proof thereof. 

And having fully answered he prays to be hence dismissed with 
his costs. 


JNO. RIDOUT, 
For Deft. 


HARRY L. LIGHT. 


I do solemnly swear that I have read the foregoing answer and 
know the contents thereof, that the facts therein stated upon my 
personal knowledge are true and the facts therein stated upon in¬ 
formation and belief I believe to be true. 

HARRY L. LIGHT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of Julv 1911 

[seal.] chas. w. blackwood; 

Notary Public. 

Commission expires May 29, 1916. 
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47 Replication. 

Filed August 8, 1911. 

******* 

The plaintiff hereby joins issue with the defendants, Janies C. 
Reeves, \V. Walton Edwards, trustee, William H. Shipley, Jessie H. 
Powell, Galen E. Green, Harry L. Light, and John Ridout, respect¬ 
ively. 

W. W. BRIDE, 

D. O’C. CALLAGHAN, 

MASON N. RICHARDSON, 

Attorneys for the Plaintiff. 

August 8, 1911.—Served copies of the above replication this day 
by mail on John Ridout and W. W. Edwards, Esqs., attorneys for 
said defendants. 


Depositions on Behalf of Plaintiff. 

Filed October 7, 1912. 

******* 

Washington, D. C., October 14, 1911. 

Messrs. W. \\ alton Edwards and Jno. Ridout, Attorneys for the 

Defendants: 

Please take notice that at the request of the attorneys 
48 for the plaintiff in the above entitled cause, 1 have selected 

Thursday, October 19, 1911, at 3:00 o’clock, p. m. as the 
time, and the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., the Century 
Building, as the place, when and where I will proceed to take testi¬ 
mony on behalf of the plaintiff in said cause. 

You are hereby notified to he present at said time and place and 
at any subsequent terms of said session, to cross-examine the witnesses 
then and there produced, if vou so desire. 

RALPH I). QUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

******* 

October 19, 1911 

Met pursuant to notice at the hour of 3:15 o’clock, p. m. at the 
law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., the Century Building, for 
the taking of testimony in the above entitled cause, for and on be¬ 
half of the plaintiff. 

Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. 
W. Bride for and on behalf of the plaintiff; Messrs. W. Walton 
Edwards and Jno. Ridout, for and on behalf of the defendants; the 
Examiner and witnesses. 
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Mr. Ridout: Owing to the absence of Mr. Edwards, who is 
peculiarly familiar with this case, it must be understood 
•ly that his right to cross-examine is reserved to some more 
convenient time. With that reservation we may proceed 
and counsel, speaking for the defendants he represents, will not 
oppose a reasonable extension brought about by this suggestion. 

vi w lc «, AR » s °N = We acquiesce in the suggestion of counsel, and 
Mr. itiQwards shall have the right to cross-examine. 

W hereupon I homas \V. Soran, a witness of lawful age, called 
for and on behalf of the plaintiff, was first duly sworn, according 
to law, and testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

^ r - Soran, you may state your business or profession? A. 

ell, 1 have been a Notary Public for a number of years, wav 
back since 1880, and I have been in the real estate business some¬ 
times and anything that there is any monev in or I might make 
money out of. 

Q. You are a resident of the District of Columbia? A. Yes sir 
Do you know Mr. James C. Reeves? A. I do 

Q. How long have you known him? A. Well, I have known 
him since somewhere over five years, I think. 
o0 Q- Do you know Mr. Cotter T. Bride? A. I do. 

them? \ I^do ^° U ^ n ° W k° tb ^ 0Se gentlemen when you see 

i <L Wl “ ? 0U stat f wbether you knew both of them in April of 
190o? A. I say I knew both of them. 

Q. Mr. Soran, I show you this paper and will ask you, referring 
to what purports to be the signature of Thomas W. Soran. Notary 
Publics whose signature that is? A. That is my own signature, 
y. lou may state whether or not that paper was executed before 

C° Reeves S °’ ^ Wh ° m? A ' U Was executed before me by James 

Q. And who else? 

Mr. Ridout: I object to counsel indicating to witness what else 
he is to testify to. 

rp : hotter T. Bride too. Of course, the signature of Cotter 

1. Bride was made at the same time. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. You may state whether or not you recognize the signatures of 
those respective gentlemen? A. I could not say I recognize their 
signatures. 

Q. State whether or not that paper was executed before vou bv 
those two gentlemen? A. Most positively. 

Q. State when it vyas executed before you. A. I presume 

a . a u UP ? D i a ™ ej } tlon ed. 1 never had papers before me 
dated backward or dated forward. It was of date the 14th day of 
April, 1900, that writing was executed before me 
4—2510a 
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Q. You may state what was the condition as to sobriety or other¬ 
wise of James C. Reeves at the time he executed that paper before 
you. A. I always regarded him to be sober at that time or any 
time I ever met him; I never knew him to be otherwise. 

Q. Confine your answer to the time this paper was signed. A. 
He certainly was sober to my knowledge. 

Q. You may state in connection with the execution of this paper, 
what, as fi Notary, you stated to the parties? A. What I undoubt- 

edlv stated to him and every one. 

«- */ 

Q. To Mr. Reeves and Mr. Bride. A. I don’t think 1 stated 
anything to them. 

Q. You may state with what formality you executed the paper. 
Mr. Ridout: Objected to, the paper speaks for itself. 

Bv Mr. Richardson : 

Q. You may state, as a matter of fact, with what formality you 
executed the paper. A. There were many of these papers brought 
before me and I would ask them if they knew the contents, 

52 or wanted me to read it to them if the person could not read. 
I always wanted them to be cognizant of the averments in 

the writing. 

Q. You may state whether or not you did that upon this occa¬ 
sion? A. I never failed to upon any occasion in mv life. I never 
failed to. 

Q. State whether or not before the execution of this paper you 
did as stated? A. I did. 

Q. In whose handwriting is this paper? A. It is in mv hand¬ 
writing. 

Q. Of course you mean excepting the signatures? A. Of course 
excepting the signatures; I wrote the instrument. 

Q. At whose instance did you write the paper? A. Mr. Bride’s. 
Q. You may state who else was present at the time the paper was 
drawn? A. I don’t recollect that anyone else was present. 

Q. State whether or not Mr. Reeves was present? A. When he 
signed it, he was present. 

Q. You may state whether or not the paper was written by you 
upon the same occasion it was signed? A. Just immediately after¬ 
wards they came in and signed. I think T wrote it in the morning 
and they came in towards noon—some very short time afterwards. 

. Q. You may state what, if anything, Mr. Reeves stated 

53 about the paper? 

Mr. Ridout: I object; the paper merges any previous conversa¬ 
tion. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Answer. A. What Mr. Reeves said? 

Q. Yes. A. I didn’t listen particularly. He may have said 
something to Mr. Bride but I don’t recollect whether he did or not. 
He said nothing to me personally. 

Q. After the paper was executed before you, what did you do with 
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it? A. I laid it on the desk. I made a note of it at the time I sup¬ 
pose. 

Q. You don’t remember now what was said in connection with 
it? A. I don’t know now. After I executed the paper, I turned 
aside. I didn’t listen to what they talked about, of course; I had 
no business to. 

Q. Who else was present besides Mr. Reeves and Mr. Bride upon 
the execution of this paper? A. I don’t remember seeing anyone 
else there. 

Q. You remember the occasion? A. I remember the occasion 
and the office I had at the time. My office was facing East. 

Q. How many rooms did you have at that time? A. I 

54 had the whole three rooms; we all had them together. 

Q. In what building was that? A. In the Gunton Build¬ 
ing. 

Q. And how many rooms did you use? A. I used exclusively this 
small room. The others were occupied by friends of mine and I 
would walk in and out and through them. 

Q. How many rooms were adjacent to you that you had this priv¬ 
ilege of passing through? A. There was only one that was really 
occupied. The other was a dark room; no one used the desk in 
there at all. 

Q. Whose room was that? A. Which? 

Q. This other room through which you might pass? A. You 
mean through which 1 might pass? That was the dark room, used 
as an entrance.' 

Q. In other words, who had the room adjacent to you? A. A 
man named Sillers. 

Q. Albert Sillers? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Who had the other one? A. The next adjoining? 

Q. Yes. A. A man named Slater. 

Q. Mr. John G. Slater? A. That is his name in full. 

Q. Was Mr. Slater present when this contract was signed? 

55 A. No, sir; I didn’t see him; he was up town at the time. 

He was out a good deal of the time. 

Mr. Richardson : I offer this paper in evidence, together with the 
recordation marks on the back and I ask that this paper be copied 
in the record for a matter of convenience. 

Mr. Ridout: Before I formulate my objection, I desire to cross- 

examine this witness. 

N oxe .—Said paper is marked for identification: ‘‘Plaintiff’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 1,” and is in words and figures as follows: 

“This agreement made and entered into this 14th day of April 
1905 by and between James C. Reeves of the District of Columbia 
party of the first part and Cotter T. Bride party of the second part. 
Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title to squares six 
hundred and four (604) and six hundred and five (605) to turn 
over to Cotter T. Bride his right title and interest in square 604 and 
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square 605 upon the payment of Three thousand Dollars (3000.00) 
the same to be a good title and free of incumbrances. 

JAMES C. REEVES, [seal.] 
COTTER T. BRIDE. 


RecVd on the above sixty and 00/100 dollars ($60.00). 


District of Columbia, ss: 


Personally appeared before me a Notary Public for the 
56 District of Columbia aforesaid James C. Reeves and Cotter T. 

Bride who are personally known to me to be the persons who 
signed the above agreement and acknowledge the same to be their 
act and deed. Given under my hand and seal this 14th day of April, 
1905. 


[notarial seal.] 


THOMAS W. SORAN, 

Notary Public” 


Endorsed. 

“Received C. T. Bride on account J. C. Reeves, $40.00. 

James C. Reeves 

with 

Cotter T. Bride. 

% 

Received for Record, Office Recorder of Deeds, D. C., Apr. 30. 
10:51 A. M., 1907. 

Received for Record on the 30 day of April A. D. 1907 at 10:51 
o’clock. A. M., and recorded in Liber No. 3077 at folio 128 et seq., 
one of’the Land Records of the District of Columbia, and exam¬ 
ined by 

R. W. DUTTON, 

* Deputy Recorder” 


57 Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. Mr. S'oran. how long have you known Mr. John G. Slater? A. 
Now i will have to think a little while. That is hard for me to 
remember. I have known him ten years. 

Q. Then how was it you were apparently so uncertain as to his 
name when you were asked it? A. What do you mean? 

Q. You said his name was Slater; why didn’t you say John 
Slater? A. T don’t know; T said Sillers the same way. 

Q. No, you said Albert Sillers. 

Mr. Richardson: The record will show. 

Witness: I want you to understand that I know I used Sillers’ 
name the same w*av I used Slater’s nSme. I said Slater and Sillers 
distinctly. 
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By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. Look at this paper. Can you say you are positive you wrote 
the body of it? A. Well, I think I wrote this. I did. I wrote it 
all. I don't see any writing here that is other than inv own. What 
part of it do you mean? 

Q. Did you prepare that paper? A. I prepared that paper; cer¬ 
tainly I did. 

58 Q. Who asked you to prepare it? A. Mr. Cotter T. Bride. 
Q. Did Slater tell you anything about it? A. No, I 

don't know that he did. I don’t remember that he did. 

Q. Do you remember all you did? A. I knew nothing about Mr. 
Slater in that paper. 

Mr. Ridout: A motion will l>e made to strike out the volun¬ 
teered statements concerning Bride and Slater particularly. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. Who do you say instructed you to prepare this paper if you did 
prepare it? A. Cotter T. Bride. 

Q. When? A. Somewhere about the date of it, I suppose. 

Q. Where? A. In my office on Louisiana Avenue. 

Q. What did he tell you to do? A. He didn't tell me to do any¬ 
thing. 

Q. If he didn't, why did you prepare the paper? A. He asked 
me to prepare the paper, of course. 

Q. I am not here to argue with you. What did he say when he 
told you that? A. Well, it is too long a time for me to remember 
what he said. I could not tell you one word he said. I was a 
Notary Public and saw he had a paper in his hand and it was ex¬ 
ecuted. That is all I remember about it. 

59 Q. I^et's see about that. I understood you to say he came 
to you and directed you to prepare the paper. You now say 

he came to you with the paper. A. Well, I don’t remember saying 
he came to me with the paper. I said he came to me. If I made a 
statement to that effect, it is true. I answered your question as well 
as I could. 

Q. I -want to find out which statement you want to stand by; 
did he bring you a paper and tell you he wanted you to take the 
acknowledgments to it, or did you prepare the paper? A. I can 
answer that very readily; I prepared it myself when I wrote the 
paper. 

Q. What instructions did he give you when he told you to pre¬ 
pare the paper? A. He gave me the substance of the affidavit, what 
it was to be. I listened to his words and of course had to get the 
subject matter to put in the affidavit and I got it from what he told, 
how to prepare the paper. 

Q. You understood you were preparing an affidavit, did you? A. 
Of course, I did. 

Q. Did Mr. Reeves give you any instructions on the subject? 
A. None at all as I remember. 

Q. How long have you known Mr. Bride? A. Well, we were 
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just talking that over thi- morning. 1 have known Mr. 

60 . Bride thirty-eight years, he said. 

Q. Ilad you been accustomed to transacting notarial busi¬ 
ness for him? A. For Mr. Bride? 

Q. ^ es. A. I don’t remember that 1 did very much for him? 
Q. Did you ever prepare any other legal paper for him? A. 
Never to my knowledge. 

Q. Who paid you for the preparation of this paper? A. Mr. 
Bride paid me. 

Q. How much? A. It was some trifling amount. It was $5.00 
or not as much as that, but he paid me. 

Q. At the time when this paper was executed in your office, w^as 
Slater in the other room? A. 1 didn’t see him then, Mr. Ridout. 

Q. Did you ever have any conversation prior to the preparation 
of this paper, if you did prepare it, with Slater about its prepara¬ 
tion? A. Never, sir. 

Q. Look at the words on this paper: “Recvd. on the above sixty 
and 00/100 dollars ($60.00) "* and state whether that was written by 
you before the paper was executed? A. I always had all papers 
filled up before I took the acknowledgments. 

Q. That is an argument, not an answer. A. Ask me that 

61 again. I have a right to defend myself against any re¬ 
marks. 

Q. You see where it says “Recvd. on the above sixty and 00/100 
dollars ($60.00)/’ I asked you if you wrote that when you pre¬ 
pared the paper? A. You mean “Recvd. on the above sixty and 
00/100 dollars and sixty dollars in figures”? 

Q. Yes. A. I wrote that myself. 

Q. When did you write it in connection with the rest of the 
paper? A. Before the paper went out of my hands; I wrote it be¬ 
fore it was executed. 

Q. Did you see any money paid there? A. No, sir. 

Q. Who told you to put that in there about the $60.00? A. I 
may have seen some money paid. Let me recollect. I can’t re¬ 
member. 

Q. I just want vour recollection. A. I don’t remember. 

Q. Your best recollection is, you don’t remember whether any 
money was paid on that occasion. A. Well, I can’t say. I don’t 
remember. There may have been something paid on that occasion 
or may not have been. I didn’t tax my memory with the circum¬ 
stances. 

Mr. Ridout: We object to this paper (Plaintiff’s Exhibit 

62 No. 1.) on the ground that it manifestly has been altered 
and on the further ground that it is immaterial to this 

controversv. 

Mr. Richardson: Counsel for the plaintiff do not understand 
what counsel for the defendants means by saying it has manifestly 
been altered and deny that anything has occurred or that anything 
appears from the paper which in any way shows it has manifestly 
been altered at all. 
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By Mr. Ridout: 

Q- 1 to ask this question. Mr. Soran, you did practically 
all of Mr. Slater’s notarial work, didn’t you? A. I think I did. I 
don t know what work was done outside. 

w ( *V,. And ** lat ’ s ** le "' a y you paid your office rent particularly to 
Mr. Slater? A. Yes; that is right. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. You have stated that this paper was an affidavit. I will ask 
you to read the paper. A. Well now, wait a minute; that may have 
been an eiror. I think 1 did say it was an affidavit but maybe I was 
a little bit confused. I will look at it again. 

Q. Read it carefully, Mr. Soran; read the entire paper. A. That 
was an acknowledgment; that wasn’t an affidavit. 

Ijet me as k this question. When you stated in answer 
to Mr. Ridout’s question that it was an affidavit, I will ask 
\ou if you had read the paper? A. No, I had not read any paper 
at all; 1 had only looked at the signatures. 

Q. And you had looked at the handwriting? A. Yes, I recog¬ 
nized the handwriting as mine. 

Q. I understood you to say you had not read it? A. No, I had 
not read it. 

Q. And now having read over all the paper, what do you say 
the paper is? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to as not re-direct examination, but mani¬ 
festly cross-examination of counsel s own witness. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel states that he does not desire the wit¬ 
ness to be placed in any false position; that the witness has a right 
to know the contents of the paper before he can answer as to what 
those contents are. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Now answer the question. A. What is it? 

^ Q, Now having read the paper over, what do you say it is? A. 
The body of this is what I intended to write and that is an agree¬ 
ment. I considered it an agreement that I was writing at the time 
I wrote it and still consider it to be one. 

64 Mr. Ridout: The answer is objected to and moved to be 

stricken out as immaterial. 

Note. —It is agreed by and between counsel that the paper 
(Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 1) may be copied in the record and returned 
to Mr. Richardson and be produced at the trial by Mr. Richardson. 

THOMAS W. SORAN. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 30th day of October, 
1911. 


RALPH D. QUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 


L 
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Whereupon William W. Bride, a witness of lawful age, called 
for and on behalf of the plaintiff, being first duly sworn, accord¬ 
ing to law, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Bride, what is your business and place of business? A. 
I am a member of the Bar, practicing law in my office at the Cen¬ 
tury Building. 

Q. State what relation you are to Mr. Cotter T. Bride? 

65 A. Son. 

Q. (Continuing:) The plaintiff in this case. You are his 
son? A. Yes. 

Q. You may state whether or not you know Mr. James C. Reeves. 
A. Only by sight. 

Q. He is present, is he? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you state whether or not you were present at any time 
when your father and Mr. Reeves were also present and there was 
any conversation in respect to this agreement which has been shown 
in evidence? 

Mr. Ridout: I object on behalf of the clients who I represent 
and who are other than Mr. Reeves, to any conversation between 
Mr. Bride and Mr. Reeves in so far as it is sought to bind my 
clients. 

Witness: I was. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. State when, if at all, you heard such a conversation between 
. Mr. Bride, your father, and Mr. Reeves? A. It was approximately 

about this time of the year in 1907. 

Q. And where was the conversation ? A. On the steps leading to 
Mr. Hallam’s office, the little steps that go up from the head of the 
first tier of steps into Mr. Hallam’s office. I don’t know the 

66 name of the building—The Walker Building. 

Q. State what was said by Mr. Reeves to your father. 

Mr. Ridout : Same objection on behalf of my clients. 

Witness: Father and myself were walking upstairs and saw Mr. 
Reeves standing on the right hand side. My father said: “Reeves, 
have you made up your mind what you are going to do,” and 
Reeves said: “Well, don’t you worry about that. I will fix it up 
all right. You have got the contract.” 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. What did your father say? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to on the same ground. 

Witness: Father said: “Well, you want to fix it up; I am tired 
of waiting,” or something to that effect. I don’t know the exact 

words he used. 


i 







COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


33 


By Mr. Richardson : 

■hint tl " n ' if • nylhl ”“'' A ' 1 *»’> 

l “‘* l1 h “ ri ’ “ 

Cross-exa mination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. Without waiving any objection. Mr. Bride, you are 

b ‘ a / ood lawyer, are you not? A. Well, I won’t make that 
admission on the record. 

of?he Y B°a U r refUSe t0 ansWer? A * Well > 1 admit that I am a member 

T 1 ^' rather an awe inspiring presence, isn’t it? A. 

I hope that Mr. Ridout has that impression. 

Q. Well, I am especially inquiring as to Mr. Reeves with a view 
to ascertaining whether or not he may have been unduly influ¬ 
enced by your presence. A. I don’t think you have made any such 
allegation in your answer. J 

R ‘ D0UT . : Th ® ans '' el ; is objected to as being argumentative, 
(to the Examiner:) Read the question. 

Examiner: Well, I am especially inquiring as to Mr. Reeves 
with a view to ascertaining whether or not he may have been un- 
duly influenced by your presence. 

Witness . Mr. "Ridout is nothing if not complimentarv. 

WILLIAM W. BRIDE. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 10th day of Januarv 

1912. 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

68 W hereupon Daniel O’C. Callaghan, a witness of lawful 
age, called for and on behalf of the plaintiff,'being first duly 
sworn, according to law, testified as follows: 


By Mr. Richardson. 

Q. Mr. Callaghan, state your profession. A. Attorney at law 
and member of the Bar. 

Q. How many years have you been a member of the Bar*? A 
Thirty-eight. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Mr. James C. Reeves a defendant 
in this ease? A. I am; he is here present in this room. 

Q, You may state whether or not recently you had any conver¬ 
sation with him or was in his presence when he made any state¬ 
ment. 

Mr. Ridout: I object as far as my clients are concerned on the 

5—2510a 
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ground that the declarations of this particular defendant, Mr. 
Keeves, alleged to have been made, cannot affect the situation. 

Witness: I was. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. When and where was that Mr. Callaghan? A. In my office 

in the Ames Building in this City. 

Q. When? A. A few weeks subsequent to the filing of his 

69 answer in this case; sometime in the month of August of 
this year. His answer was filed on July 28, 1911. 

Q. Who was present on that occasion? A. When the conversa¬ 
tion started, he was alone with me. 

Q. Who else was subsequently present? A. Colonel John G. 

Slater. 

Q. Who else? A. On a recurrence of a visit of his at perhaps a 
week’s interval, Colonel Slater, Mr. Bride and myself were present 
in my office in the Ames Building. 

Mr. Ridout: Same objection. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. What did Mr. Reeves say? A. James C. Reeves called at the 
office, (I was there alone) in the forenoon of the day prior to ten 
o’clock, and asked if Colonel Slater had come. 1 said “No; be here 
most any minute;” and he said “I have an engagement with him.’ 

I said “All right, sit down, we must have a chat.” I said: “Mr. 
Reeves, will you please state why in your answer filed in the case 
of Bride vs. Reeves and others, in which I am counsel, you in a 
certain paragraph there accused them of getting you drunk, Bride 
and Slater, and that you were drunk at the time of executing your 
contract?” He said: “If that statement appears in my answer, it 
is a damned lie. I never expressed such to my counsel.” I said: 
“Will you accompany me down to the Court House?” He 

70 said: “No, I can’t go just now; wait until the Colonel comes 
and I may go with you.” After that the Colonel came and 

before I let them get together upon the matter of business upon 
which Reeves had called, I told the Colonel what had transpired. 
Colonel Slater turned to Reeves, knitted his eyes with a frown and 
with a gesture said: “Reeves, if you ever used such an expression 
as that in your answer, you have slandered me and my friend 
Cotter Bride and counsel will know how to take cognizance of a 
paper which will stay there as long as the Court House stands.” 

Mr. Ridout: The testimony of this witness which undertakes to 
give what Colonel Slater said after knitting his eyes or otherwise 
is objected to as utterly immaterial and manifestly intended to be «*- - 

argument of Colonel Slater on the merits of this case. 

Witness (continuing): “And you know Reeves that it is not 
true, you were clearheaded as you are this very minute when you 
signed that paper.” They finished their business. I paid but little 
attention to it. Then I invited them to accept my invitation to go 




down to the Court House. He said: “No, I won’t go with you; I 
will go to my attorney’s office and I will tell what transpired be¬ 
tween you and Colonel Slater and see if such expressions as you have 
submitted to me were made oath to.” Whether he did that or not 
will develop from any cross-examination he may be subjected to 
when he goes on the stand. 

Mr. Ridout: I object to this witness, when he knows 
71 better, proceeding to argue the case. 

.By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. State what occurred at the subsequent meeting? A. Mr. Bride 
came in the following day and I told him what was in this answer. 

Mr. Ridout: I move to strike out this conversation between Mr. 
Bride and Mr. Callaghan not had in the presence of any of the 
parties defendant to this case. 


By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. State what took place in the presence of Mr. Reeves? A. I 
said: “Mr. Bride, Mr. Reeves will be back here in a few days and 
as you are in the habit of calling almost every day on the Colonel 
you may find him when you next call. Mr. Bride did come to the 
office some days subsequent and found Colonel Slater and Mr. 
Reeves there and I brought up this matter and he then and there 
denied that there were such expressions in the answer he had sworn 
to. 

Q. W hat did he say as to the fact whether he was drunk or not? 

A No he said, he had not taken a drink in his lifetime with 
Colonel Slater or Mr. Bride, and was sober the morning the paper 
w^as signed. 

Q. What w T as his condition the morning this conversation oc- 
curred? A. He was as apparently sober as he appears here 
72 today. 

Q. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Ridout: T object to your leading the witness. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Whether or not he was intoxicated or otherwise? A. He was 
otherwise; not intoxicated. If he had taken any intoxicants_ ' 

Mr. Ridout: I object. The witness had answered the question. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. You knew at the time when Reeves came to your office that 
he had counsel of record, did you not? A. I did, sir. 

Q, And yet you at that time discussed this case with your ad¬ 
versary in the absence of your adversary’s counsel of record? A. I 
did for the reason he had slandered and libeled my client in this 
very case by his answer. 
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Q. Who is your client in this case? A. Mr. Bride. 

Q. Don’t you represent Slater in this case? A. Slater is not a 

partv to this suit. ' _ , , , 

Q. Don’t you represent him in this case? A. I go by the record 

here, what I subscribed to when I signed this bill. 

73 Q. Do or do you not represent John G. Slater in this 

case? A. I do not. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this — day of-, 1911. 

Examiner in Chancery. 

Whereupon John G. Slater, a witness of lawful age, called for 
and on behalf of the plaintiff, being first duly sworn, according to 
law, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Slater, state your business? A. Real estate. 

Q. How old a re‘you, Mr. Slater? A. Sixty-five years of age. 

Q. You are a resident of this District? A. I am. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Mr. Reeves, who is present, 

74 the defendant in this case? A. I am. 

Q. Are you also acquainted with Mr. Cotter T. Bride? A. 

I am. , 

Q. State what you had to do. if anything, with procuring the 

contract referred to in this case and which has been to-day produced 
in evidence. You have seen that contract, have you? A. T have. 

Q. State what von had to do in procuring that contract, if anv- 
thinc? A. Mr. Reeves wanted me to sell that property down there 
for him and he said he would take $3,000.00 for it. Tie said he 
wanted to sell it and if T didn’t sell it, he was going to sell it. T 
went after Mr. Bride and persuaded Mr. Bride to take it. He said 
he didn’t want to buy it because it was in litigation and he might 
lose whatever he put into it. T said: “I don’t know.” I thought 
there was enough to get the money out that he would advance at 
any rate, and I persuaded him to do it. 

Q. You are speaking now of Mr. Bride? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What pressure or procurement or inducement, if any, did you 
brinrr to hear upon Mr. Reeves to enter into this contract? A. 
Mr. Reeves asked me to do it and T told Mr. Reeves not to do it. 
hut he said he would do it. 

Q. Air. Reeves in his answer says “said Slater acting for 

75 and on behalf of said Bride, procured and induced this de¬ 
fendant to sign the aforesaid paper.” A. Mr. Reeves T don’t 

think knew that thing was in there because Mr. Reeves knows 
better than that. 

Mr. Ridout: The answer is objected to as being argumentative 
and not an answer to the question. 
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By Mr. Richardson : 

I J« »<i •. «» 

m Yo , U , may s,a , te what you had to do, if anything with the 

A 8 Welf T “w n f * he P r °P ert y in question from a cloud? 

Mr ShinlevToTv u ™. iam t0 take care of that a * attorney and 
^ n ^ h ' P f t L t l k ! ‘ he ( te ‘™ony, and paid for the advertising and 
things of that kind to straighten out that title. * 

Of the commissions or fees which you received for vour spr- 
vices, what part of them was Mr. Bride to receive? A. None- Mr 
Bnde had nothing to do with that. ’ 

k- T £ e ^ efen ^ ant in . his answer says you received $1200.00 part 

f n hl TvY VaR ‘° ^ reee >y ed hy said Bride. A. That isn’t so ’ P 
ti. Did you at any time directly or indirectly pay to Mr. Bride 

i n did a not° f y0 " r commlssIon ‘ B or feep in that way*to be received? A. 

7fi >. D 4 id y° u at any time directly or indirectly agree that 

76 he was to have any part of your fee? A. Never did 

• . . j T ,‘°« ma .V state to what extent, if any, you intentionally 
misstated to Mr. James C. Reeves the contents of he contract which 
has been referred to here to-day and offered in evidence 4 1 
never made any misstatement at all about it, - 

Q. To Mr. Reeves? A. To Mr. Reeves or anvone else. 

•i 0 - 4 - a " sw ? r ^r. Reeves states “that the said Slater and the 
said Bride intentionally misstated the contents and effect of said 
papers to this defendant” (Reeves). A. That isn’t so 

,f an ythmg, had you to do with the stating or mis¬ 
stating to Mr. Reeves of the contents of the paper? A I had no 
reason in the world to make any misstatement to him because Mr 

want e 'l)"huy ed ^ thC pr0perty nnd U waB Mr - Pride that didn’t 

t Q i^T" T y state whether or not you know of your personal 
knowMge of any conversation or any statement made bvMrReev^s 

dence he fam ’ ,ar W,th the contents the paper offered in evi- 

Mr Ridout: The question is objected to insofar as it attempts 
to hmd any other person than Mr. Reeves. attempts 

Bv Mr. Richardson : 

77 o t ! le qi . iest ! on - A - Mr - Reeves read the paper. 

Q rhe question is, do you know that he read the paper’ 

A Of course he read the paper before he took the money 
Q. Did you see any money pass? A. I did. 

«finnn D l 5 ,r? know hoff ™ ,dl .™ ne .v paM ? A. I saw him paid 
Jf>oO.(K) and I saw him paid $40.00. F 

Q. When was he paid $60.00? A. In the office there, in mv 

Q When was that in reference to the signing of the paper, if 
you know. A. That was the same time the paper was signed 
Q. What do you say about Mr. Reeves acknowledging he looked 
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at and knew the contents of the paper? A. Mr. Reeves knew all 
about it. 

Mr. Ridout: The answer is objected to as a manifest assumption 
of the attributes of Divine Providence, namely omniscience. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. How’ do you know’ that Mr. Reeves had knowledge of the 
contents of the paper? A. Because he came into mv room and Mr. 
Bride and he together read the paper and Mr. Bride paid him the 
money. 

Q. When was he paid the $40.00? A. Shortly afterwards; after 
the $60.00 w’as paid. 

Q. Did you see the $40.00 paid? A. Yes, I did, because 

78 Mr. Reeves came after me to get him that. 

Q. You may state at the time Mr. Reeves signed that 

paper and the time the $60.00 was paid w’hat Mr. Reeves’ condition 

w r as as to sobrietv or otherwise? A. Mr. Reeves looked perfectly 

%/ 

sober to me. 

Q. Had you any idea at all that he was under the influence ot 
liquor? A. I had not. 

Q. You say that you are engaged in buying and selling real 

estate? A. I am. . 

Q. How long have you been engaged in that business? A. Men. 

I have been in it, I reckon for twenty-five years. 

Q. State whether or not you are familiar with real estate in the 
locality where this property is situated? A. I am. 

Q. Have you bought and sold property there? A. I have bought 

propertv; I haven’t sold any. 

Q. At the time of the signing of this contract, w’hat in your opin¬ 
ion was the value of the property mentioned in this contract? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to as immaterial. 

Witness: Well, T thought that property w’as worth about that 
money. I bought some there since for four cents. I bought some 
there and got a clean title from Mr. Dinkins up here, lot 12, 

79 square 909. 

Bv Mr. Richardson : 

V 

Q. In your opinion, state w’hether or not the price agreed to be 
paid by the terms of that contract was fair or unfair. A. I think it 

w’as. 

Q. Which? A. Fair. 

Mr. Ridout: Same objection; it is immaterial. 

By Mr. Richardson: g 

Q. State to what extent, if at all, that property has since the sign¬ 
ing of this contract increased in value? A. I think that property 
is w’orth about five or six cents a foot at the present date. 

Q. Do you know how’ many square feet there are in each of those 
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two squares? A. There are about 100,000 square feet in the two 
squares. 

Q. And you think it is worth how much now? A. About five 
cents a foot. 

Q. Then you think it has increased somewhat in value? A. I 
do because the title is better. The title at that time was bad. 

Mr. Ridout: The answer is objected to because the paper itself 
shows that Bride was dealing with a good title. 

80 By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. What was the market value of the property, in your opinion, 
at the time the contract was signed, irrespective of the title? A. 
Well, I think the property was worth about three or four cents. 

Q, Mr. Slater, were you present at a time when Mr. Reeves was 
also present, upon the occasion that Mr. Callaghan has testified to? 
• A. I was. 

Q. About when was that? A. Sometime in August. 

Q. You may state what, if anything, was said by Mr. Reeves 
upon that occasion. 

Mr. Ridout: This question is objected to and the testimony of 
Mr. Callaghan is objected to on the ground that it is against public 
policy for testimony to be obtained or sought to be obtained in the 
manner Mr. Callaghan's testimony shows this testimonv was ob¬ 
tained. 

9 

Witness : Mr. Reeves came in my office about this paper that was 
on file about myself and Mr. Bride getting him drunk and I asked 
Mr. Reeves—I said: “Mr. Reeves, I never took a drink with you in 
my life and Mr. Bride never did.” I said: “Did you ever take a 
drink with me or Mr. Bride,” and he said: “No.” 1 said: “Who put 
you up to this thing in here.” He said if it was in there it was put 
in bv his counsel. 

81 By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. What was Mr. Reeves' condition upon that occasion? A. Mr. 
Reeves was sober; perfectly sober. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. How long have you known Mr. Bride? A. I reckon I have 
known Mr. Bride something over thirty years. 

Q. You have been closely associated in business dealings with 
him. A. I have. 

Q. And you are now? A. No, I am having no business dealing 
with Mr. Bride at the present time. 

Q. You claim you were the agent of Reeves to sell this property. 
A. The agent of Reeves; I don’t. I said Mr. Reeves got after me to 
sell this property for him. 

Q. Well, when a man gets after you to sell property for him and 
you try to sell it for him, you consider yourself an agent for him, 
don’t you? A. No; I didn't charge him any commission. 
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Q. How did you get your pay for it and from whom? A. I 

didn’t g et Q an ^ That are you going t0 g e t from Mr. Bride for your 

82 services in this case? A. Nothing. 

Q. What is this property worth to-day? A. 1 am 

buying property down there for four and live cents. 

Mr. Ridout: I move to strike the answer out for this witness is 
well known to be a close buyer. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. My question is, what is the market value of property in that 
vicinity Unlay? A. I don’t think he could sell it for five cent-.. 

Q Don’t you know that the prospect of the extension of the Na\y 
Yard and Arsenal has greatly increased values in that vicinity . A. 
If it has, I am telling you I am buying it to-day for five cents. 

Q I want an answer to my question. A. Ao, it has not. 
q! Where were you when this alleged agreement was signed. A. 

1 'q. S Thatadjoined and opened in the others? A. You had to go 

OU Q th Youkn ew*Mi?R*eves was in there to sign it? A. I certainly 

dl Q. How did you get him there? A. I didn’t bring him at all; 
he brought himself there. 

83 Q. Who sent for him? A. I didn t send for him. 

Q. How did you know he was coming? A. Because he 

made arrangements to come. 

Q How did°you know'he was coming? A. He came according 

‘°n wfomadt them with you? A. He did. 

0. He communicated with you? A. He certainly did. 

O Who nrenared this paper? A. Mr. Thomas \\. Soran. 

§: Sow do you know?’ “ Well, I didn’t see him write it. 

Mr. Ridout : Then I move to strike out the answer. 

Witness: But I know that is his handwriting. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

m °0 ey whv did Mr. Bride come into your room to give him the 

84 ® Q."how man^co^of^thJpa^Avere prepared? A. I 

thing there were two. 

8: ^eAeT h i A exLS? \ ^ ^ 

were both executed or not. I know that Mr. Bride s 
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• 9., You have said that you bought a good deal of property in that 

snnnr ty ftn 7 heD dld y0U buy U ' A ' 1 lnade arrangements to buv 
square 607 a year ago. 

„ , Wl ; en d j d you make your first investment down there in that 

g borhood. A. My first investment 1 made down there about 
a year ago. 

Q. So that your experience in dealing with property in that vicin¬ 
ity dates only one year back; is that right? A. I owned no property 
down there before. F 1 • 

Q. I say , your first experience in dealing with property in that 
vicinity was only a year ago? A. You asked me when I bough! 
property down there. 6 

Q. My question is, when you bought there. A. About a vear 
ago. J 

Q. And that was your first purchase? A. Yes sir 
85 Q. What property is that? A. Square 607. 

Q* In what name did you take title? A. George W. 

iviarsn. 

Q. How much property has he in his name? A. He has in his 
name at the present time in the neighlxtrhood of about $60,000.00. 

Q* And all of it belongs to you ? A. Not all of it. It belongs to 
Mr. Davitt Chidester. 

Q. Who is he? A. A Philadelphia man. 

Q. Who represents him? A. I represent him and am authorized 
to buy just $400,000.00 worth of property for him. 

Q. How does he pay you, by giving you an interest in the prop- 
erties: A. Yes, he is going to. r 

Q. How t long has that arrangement been going on? A Just 
about twelve months. 

Q. Where is the location of that property? A. I bought it all 
over the town, 7th Street, 14th Street, down on 1st Street, on I Street 
and on Vermont Avenue; all over the town. 

Q. Mr. Slater, why is it that you have attended, as I am sure you 
will remember the fact, every hearing in anv Court, which has trans¬ 
pired in connection with this litigation? A. Simply because of the 
fact that I was asked to come because I knew of the 
86 affair. 

Q. Who asked you to come? A. Mr. Bride asked me to 

come. 

Q. What occasion was there for your attendance at the hearing in 
the Court of Appeals? A. In the Court of Appeals? 

Q. Yes. A. I went there because 1 wanted to go. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. Is it not a fact, Mr. Slater, that at the same time you had a 
case of your ow T n on hearing? 

Mr. Ridout: I object to that. It is manifestly an attempt to help 
the witness out of an embarrassing situation. 

Witness: It w r as a case of my wife’s. 

6—2510a 
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Q. On call in the Court of Appeals? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And is it not a fact that Mr. Ridout was counsel for the op¬ 
posing side? A. That is right. 

Q. Was your presence in the Court of Appeals at all occasioned 
by the case in which you had a personal interest? A. Yes; what 1 
went down for was to be there when the case came down. lie said 
the decision was going to come down that day. Mr. Callaghan asked 
me to go down. 

87 Recross-examination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. And you were in there reading that decision within half an 
hour after it was tiled. I refer in my question to the decision of the 
Court on the demurrer in this present case? A. I didn't look at the 
decision in this case at all. 

Q, Isn't it a fact that you and Mr. Bride and his able counsel Mr. 
W. W. Bride were together in the Court of Appeals Clerk's Otfice 
deciding or arguing whether you would pay for the record in this 
very case on appeal? A. No, sir. 

Q. Is it not a fact then that you were there consulting in reference 
to the case of Reeves vs. Slater? A. No, because 1 had won that 
case. 

Q. You admit do you not (you surely can’t forget it) that you. 
Mr. Bride, and young Mr. Bride were in that office consulting about 
some costs at a time when you were undecided whether you would 
pay for the Clerk's costs for printing the record? A. No. I don't 
remember that. 

Q. Let me refresh your recollection. It was a question whether 
the appeal wouldn't be dismissed the next morning for failure to 
print and by the assistance of Mr. \V. W. Bride you got an ex¬ 
pedition from the printer and got a record up there? A. I remem¬ 
ber that case very well, sir, because Mr Callaghan was out of 

88 town and Mr. Bride got the case up for me. 

Q. What occasion was there for Mr. Cotter T. Bride to l>e 
there about that case? A. We go together very frequently but he 
doesn't take any interest in my business. We go together and walk 
together. 

Q. I forgot to ask you on cross-examination this question: Why if 
you thought the sale Reeves wanted to make was disadvantageous to 
him, and if you knew that as you say you did, why did you urge 
Mr. Bride to buy? A. Because Mr. Reeves said he wanted the 
money; that was all there was about it, sir, and if I didn't get some 
one to buy it, he was going to get some one else to do it. 

Q. If you were under anxiety about his financial welfare, as you 
have so aptly expressed it, why was it you assumed the responsibility 
of procuring this sale instead of getting some one else into it? A. I 
didn’t think 1 was taking any responsibility. 

Q. You thought it was a bad thing for Mr. Reeves to do? A. I 
didn’t think it was a good thing to do. If he made something, it 
was all right. 
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Q. Are you talking about Mr. Reeves? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. W hat do you mean by “if he made something?'’ A. If hq 
made something, it was better than nothing at all. 

^ Q- I am talking about the contract which you say you 

have read and which is so framed, although very inartificially, 
as to make it unimportant as to the state of the title because of the 
provision that Bride is not to take it if the title is not perfect. A. 
\Aes, he would lose his money if he had not won; he would have 
lost his money given to Mr. Reeves. 

Q. Is that the best you want to say about it? A. That is the best 
I want to say about it. 

Q. W hen did you say this $40.00 was paid? A. I just don’t 
remember. 

Q> Did you see it paid? A. Yes, sir. 

QAHow did you happen to be there? A. Because Mr. Reeves 
came after me to get Mr. Bride to give him the money. 

Q. lie recognized that you had a great influence over Mr. Bride? 
A. I don’t think it is such great influence to get a man to put 
money in something he wants to buy. 

Q. You are quite a persuasive talker? A. Well, I don’t know. 

Q. Was the money paid in cash? A. Absolutely; all cash. 

Q. Both times? A. Yes, sir. 

90 Mr ; Ridout: This witness is so much more astute than 
counsel that he reserves the right to cross-examine this wit¬ 
ness further if he be so advised. 

JOHN G. SLATER. 

* 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of October, 1911. 

RALPH D. (JUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

Mr. Ridout: We will adjourn subject to notice and it is under¬ 
stood that any delay occasioned by the inability of counsel for the 
defendants to attend morning sessions shall be met by a proper ex¬ 
tension of time. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel for plaintiff will ask if Mr. Edwards 
concurs in that statement? 

Mr. Edwards: Yes. 

Thereupon, at 4:30 o’clock, p. m. adjourned to meet at the same 
place on Friday, October 27. 1911, at 3:30 o’clock, p. m. 

******* 

Washington, D. C., October 27, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment at the hour of 3:30 o’clock, 

91 p. m. at the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., the Century' 
Building, for the taking of testimony in the above entitled 

cause, for and on behalf of the plaintiff. 

Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. 
W. Bride for and on behalf of the plaintiff; Messrs. W. Walton 
Edwards and Jno. Ridout, for and on behalf of the defendants; the 
Examiner and witnesses. 
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Whereupon John D. Cougiilax. a witness of lawful age, called 
for and on behalf of the plaintiff, being first duly sworn, according to 
law, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. Will you please state your name and occupation? A. John 1). 
Coughlan, Vice-President of the Columbia Title Company. 

Q. You may state, Mr. Coughlan, whether or not you had oo4 
casion to examine the title in respect to squares 004 and 605 in this 
City and District? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And when and for whom? A. For square 604 was in October. 
1909, and for square 605 was in January, 1910. 

Q. For whom were those examinations made? A. At the order 
of Mr. Galen E. Green. y. 

92 Q. You may state whether or not you made a report to 

Mr. Green in respect to the title? A. Yes, sir. v 

Q. Will you state what that report showed, if anything, in respect 
to an agreement between James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to on the ground that the only competent 
evidence, if it be competent, would he the statement of the whole 
opinion, which I have no doubt the witness would prefer to give, and 
on the further ground that the information sought to be elicited is 
incompetent and immaterial. 

Witness: There is an agreement reported in the opinion, one 
recorded in Liber 3077 at folio 128 of the Land records. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. You say your report to Mr. Green showed that paper? 

Mr. Ridout: One minute. Mr. Coughlan, your report to Mr. 
Green was in writing, was it not? 

Witness: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ridout: The report of Mr. Coughlan is objected to on the 
further ground that the written report is the be«t evidence. 

Mr. Richardson: Counsel for the plaintiff say that the written re¬ 
port is in the possession of counsel for the defendants or his clients, 
and they call for its production. 

Witness: What was the question? 

93 By Mr. Richardson : 

Q, Whether or not the reference to this paper which you 
have stated was recorded in Liber 3077 at folio 128, whether or not 
reference to that paper was made in your report as made to Mr. 
Green ? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to on the grounds heretofore stated. 
Witness: A reference to that paper was in the report. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. You may state whether or not there was any prior report? A. 
Not for Mr. Freen. 

Q. Was there for any person? 
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Mr. Ridout: Objected to as re< inter alios acta. 


By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. W as there for any other person, and if so, state whom? A. 
lere was no report made, but an examination was made. There 
was no report made for the reason that the order was one taken over 
\ne phone by the Secretary, and before the order was completed bv 
the name of the one for whom the certificate was about to be ordered 
he telephonic communication was cut off. Our Secretarv entered 
the order in the name of a broker whose voice he thought'he heard 
and subsequently called the office of the broker and after inquiring 
ch for whom it was he made the order, he was told that the 
•4 broker was not the one who had telephoned. The order 
proceeded on the theory that the unknown party might turn 
up in a hurry and the order proceeded to where it reached the point 
that a report could have been given. But any subsequent report was 
given in consequence of an order given by Mr. Green. 


Mr. Ridout: A motion will be made to strike out the answer on 
the ground that it is manifestly hearsay and also immaterial and 
irrelevant. 


By Mr. Richardson. 

Q. You may state whether or not you or your office kept the 
original of the report that was made to Mr. Green? A. We kept our 
notes of course, as we do in all examinations, to be used if an order 

should come in from anybody else on that particular piece of prop- 

ertv. 1 1 

•/ 

Q. Did you keep the original re|x,rt too? A. The original report 
nas never written up because we held it in abeyance until we could 
get something definite as to for whom we were working. 

Q, l am referring to the report you gave to Mr. Green 9 A That 
was written up; yes. 

Q. You never kept a copy of the paper you gave to Mr. Green, 
did you ' A. No, except the written notes to supply the typewriter. 

Q. As a finished product and as written out, the report. 
/ j e was on v one °f those, wasn’t there? A. That is all 
Q. And that was delivered to Mr. Green? A. Either sent‘to Mr 
Green or delivered to him. 


Mr. Richardson: We renew our call for the original which has 
been shown to be or to have been in the custody of the defendant 

Green and upon failure to produce it, we shall insist upon the 
secondary evidence. 


Mr. Ridout: Without waiving my objection 
the witness. 


I will cross-examine 


Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q- M j Coughlin, look at this latter part of the notes in square 
604, and tell me whether or not that is the original of the opinion 
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you issued in that case? A. That is tlie original supplied to the 
typewriter upon which the original certificate was issued. 

Q. Look at the same relative sheets of the notes- 

Mr. Richardson: Just a minute. (After a pause.) Go ahead. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. (Continuing:) In square 605, and state whether or not 
is the original of the opinion issued in that case. A. It is. 

Mr. Ridout: Counsel for the defendants he represents on 
record will move to strike out the testimony of Mr. 

96 lan on the grounds already stated. 

Mr. Edwards: I move to strike out the testimony 
Coughlan for the same reasons as stated by Mr. Ridout. 

Mr. Richardson: We will offer the original in evidence and ask 
Mr. Coughlan to read so much of it, as a matter of convenience, as 
refers to this agreement. 

Mr. Ridout: That is objected to on the ground already stated 
and on the further ground that if admissible at all, the whole opin¬ 
ion should be admitted. 

Mr. Richardson: We will offer the whole opinion, in both cases, 
and ask the Examiner to copy the same in the record. (Same are 
marked for identification: “Plaintiff’s Exhibits 2 and 3, respect¬ 
ively,” and are in words and figures, as follows:) 

“All of Square Six hundred and four (604). 

I have examined the title of .Tames C. Reeves to the above de¬ 
scribed property, and find that by Decree of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia, passed April 25, 1907 in Equity Cause No. 
24521 (wherein the said Reeves is plaintiff and Robert Low, Isa- 
l>ella W. Ashford, Richard F. Wainwright, Allen C. Clark, Allen C. 
Clark and Augustus Burgdorf, Trustees, William A. Cunningham. 
Josephine M. Shannon and others not interested in said property, 
are defendants) the title to said proj>erty was declared and estab¬ 
lished to be good by adverse possession in the said Reeves. 

The said decree is effectual and conclusive as to all of the 

97 record or proprietory owners of the lots in said square, who 
were made defendants in said cause. 

At the date of the institution of said cause, the record title to the 
lots in said square was vested as follows: Lot 1, in said Robert Low, 
if the title to said lot was acquired by William B. Richmond, a 
former owner, prior to the execution of his will, which is not dated. 
The said Low derived title through Deed from the devisee of said 
Richmond. Lot 2, in said Isabella W. Ashford. Lot 3, in said 
Richard F. Wainwright, subject to Deed of Trust to William E. 
Edmondston and John D. Coughlan, recorded in Liber 2143 folio 
438, to secure Augustus Burgdorf $400., represented by note No. 2, 
described in said Trust, below noted. Lot 4, in said Augustus Burg¬ 
dorf and Allen C. Clark, as Trustees under Deed-in-trust recorded 
May 8, 1891, in Liber 1585 folio 117. if the title to said lot was 
acquired by William B. Richmond, before the execution of his will, 
which is not dated. The said trustees acquired title through deed 
from the devisees of said Richmond. The said lot was conveyed 
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j y cTpt D |^n n T rU - t ’A n ^ t f V r D- W - McGrath, 1/10, Thomas 
. Liew, 1/10, Louis D. Wine, 1/10, Henry F. Breuninger 1/10 

Augustus Burgdorf, 2/10, George. J. Bond, 1/10 William \ Cun , 

Daniel C Fahey, 1/10, and Frank W^DeveS; 
P ? H , er , ln 801(1 Trustees to sell and convey. The said 
D d. hy Deed duly recorded September 4, 1894, conveyed his in- 

</ V'"'?/’ to , 1 '°™*’ W. McElroy. The North 17 feet front by 

A depth of Lot o, in Denis W. Magrath. The middle 17 feet 

, -V. f ront by depth of said Lot 5, in Allen C. Clark. The South 
i« \teet front by depth of said Lot 5, in William A. Cunningham. 

Lbt 6 in Daniel Carroll, son of Charles Carroll, Jr., under As- 
MgniWnt made in the year 1794 for lot 79 in Carrollsburgh — 
subjeAt to tax title in John H. Kirkwood and Albert W. Kirkwood 
ased upon tax deed in Liber A. Z. folio 445, and subject to tax 

i \ s ono /. lse P h J ne M. Shannon based upon tax deeds in Liber 
•I. A. 8. 209 folio 2o and in Liber 2044 folio 5. 

Of the above mentioned record owners and tax title owners, Denis 

Li f 1 ’ Lr nle t' C /' rr ° ,’ or his unkn o w n heirs, alienees and 

devisees John H. Kirkwood, Albert W. Kirkwood, the Trustees 

under Deed of 1 rust recorded in Liber 2143 folio 438 and the bene¬ 
ficiaries under Deed-in-trust recorded in Liber 1585 folio 117, were 

not parties to said Equity Cause, and are therefore, not bound by the 
decree passed therein. J 

* pon the record, and under the above mentioned decree, I am of 
he opinion that the title of said Reeves to said Lots 1, 2 and 3 and 
“ 34 [f et b - v depth of Cot 5 is good of record, subject as to 
1 question above mentioned, concerning the will of 

\\ Ilham B. Richmond and subject as to said Lot 3, to the Deed 
of 1 rust above contained in Liber 2143 folio 438. The title of said 
Reeves to Lots 4 and 6 and the North 17 feet front by depth of Lot 

oo t>' , j lltl ? aMd Lot 1. ^ against the heirs of said 
Richmond, and his title to said Lot 3 as against the persons 

.. banning under said Deed of Trust, is good by adverse pos- 

sesMon, if the said lots have been in his continuous, enclosed ad¬ 
verse possession, with claim of title for more than twenty years. 

I here are no record liens or encumbrances affecting the title of 
."aid Reeves, except unpaid taxes and assessments, if any tax sales 
noted below ; outstanding tax title in Don A. Sanford to’the North 

o icmi by based ll P° n tax deed recorded Nov. 

9 1904 in Lil>er 2839 folio 350; outstanding tax title in W r . Walton 

Edwards to the South 17 feet front by depth of said Lot 5, based 

upon the last mentioned tax deed; Agreement, noted below, and 

to Law Judgments Nos. 51913 and 52041, against said Reeves. 

Judgments and decr&s against last record owners, other than said 
Reeves not examined. 
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you issued in that case? A. That is the original supplied to the 
typewriter upon which the original certificate was issued. 

Q. Look at the same relative sheets of the notes- 

Mr. Richardson: Just a minute. (After a pause.) Go ahead. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. (Continuing:) In square 605, and state whether or not tlJit 
is the original of the opinion issued in that case. A. It is. / 

Mr. Ridout: Counsel for the defendants he represents on /the 
record will move to strike out the testimony of Mr. Cough- 
96 lan on the grounds already stated. / 

Mr. Edwards: I move to strike out the testimony of Mr. 
Coughlan for the same reasons as stated by Mr. Ridout. 

Mr. Richardson: We will offer the original in evidence and ask 
Mr. Coughlan to read so much of it, as a matter of convenience, as 
refers to this agreement. 

Mr. Ridout: That is objected to on the ground already stated 
and on the further ground that if admissible at all, the whole opin¬ 
ion should be admitted. 

Mr. Richardson: We will offer the whole opinion, in both cases, 
and ask the Examiner to copy the same in the record. (Same arc 
marked for identification: “Plaintiff’s Exhibits 2 and 3, respect¬ 
ively,” and are in words and figures, as follows:) 

“All of Square Six hundred and four (604). 

I have examined the title of .Tames C. Reeves to the above de¬ 
scribed property, and find that by Decree of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia, passed April 25, 1907 in Equity Cause No. 
24521 (wherein the said Reeves is plaintiff and Robert Low, Isa- 
l>ella W. Ashford, Richard F. Wainwright, Allen C. Clark, Allen C. 
Clark and Augustus Burgdorf, Trustees, William A. Cunningham. 
Josephine M. Shannon and others not interested in said property, 
are defendants) the title to said property was declared and estab¬ 
lished to l>e good by adverse jxissession in the said Reeves. 


The said decree is effectual and conclusive as to all of the 
97 record or proprietory owners of the lots in said square, who 
were made defendants in said cause. 

At the date of the institution of said cause, the record title to the 
lots in said square was vested as follows: Lot 1, in said Robert Low, 
if the title to said lot was acquired by William B. Richmond, a 
former owner, prior to the execution of his will, which is not dated. 
The said Low derived title through Deed from the devisee of said 
Richmond. Lot 2, in said Isabella W. Ashford. Lot 3, in said 
Richard F. Wainwright, subject to Deed of Trust to William E. 
Edmondston and John D. Coughlan, recorded in Liber 2143 folio 
438, to secure Augustus Burgdorf $400., represented by note No. 2, 
described in said Trust, below noted. Lot 4, in said Augustus Burg¬ 
dorf and Allen C. Clark, as Trustees under Deed-in-trust recorded 
May 8, 1891, in Liber 1585 folio 117, if the title to said lot was 
acquired by William B. Richmond, before the execution of his will, 
which is not dated. The said trustees acquired title through deed 
from the devisees of said Richmond. The said lot was conveyed 
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J y Chet 1 1^0 n T ln,St ’,? u rUSl ¥,£ W ' McGrath, 1/10, Thomas 
J. Uiew, 1/10, Louis D. Wine, 1/10, Henry F. Breunineer 1/10 

Augustus Burgdorf, 2/10, George. J. Bond, 1/10 William \ Cun’ 

rife, 1 / 10 ’ DWliel < te ey - 1/10 ’ -dXnk W DeveS; 
Rmwl i n P j m ,, eI i 111 said , Trustees to sell and convey. The said 
Bond, by Deed duly recorded September 4, 1894, conveyed his in- 

tereid to Forest W McElroy. The North 17 feet front by 
dej.th of Lot o, in Denis W. Magrath. The middle 17 feet 
front by depth of said Lot 5, in Allen C. Clark. The South 
<eet front by depth of said Lot 5, in William A. Cunningham. 
¥ b > 111 Daniel Carroll, son of Charles Carroll, Jr. under As¬ 
signment made in the year 1794 for lot 79 in Carrollsburgh — 
subject to tax title in John H. Kirkwood and Albert W. Kirkwood 
!^f J . U Pnn tax deed in Liber A. Z. folio 445, and subject to tax 

I \ “ 3? te 1 " 6 i M -' S T hanno " , based u P° n tax deeds in Liber 
J. A. S. 209 folio 2o and in Liber 2044 folio 5. 

u ° f ‘¥ o^ve mentioned record owners and tax title owners, Denis 
, ' • MoGr f >> Daniel Carroll or his unknown heirs, alienees and 
deusees John H. Kirkwood, Albert W. Kirkwood, the Trustees 
under Deed of Trust recorded in Liber 2143 folio 438 and the bene¬ 
ficiaries under Deed-m-trust recorded in Liber 1585 folio 117 were 

not parties to said Equity Cause, and are therefore, not bound by the 
decree passed therein. J 

l pon the record, and under the above mentioned decree, I am of 
he opinion that the title of said Reeves to said Lots 1, 2 and 3 and 

• 4 ff et b - v d ?P th [ ,f Dot 5 is good of record, subject as to 
1 1 *°,, t . h f 9 ues ‘ 10 n above mentioned, concerning the will of 
U ill'am B. Richmond, and subject as to said Lot 3, to the Deed 
of 1 rust above contained in Liber 2143 folio 438. The title of said 
Reeves to Lots 4 and 6 and the North 17 feet front by depth of Lot 

oo S’- u h ? , to sald Lot ^ against the heirs of said 

.».» Richmond, and his title to said Lot 3 as against the persons 

claiming under said Deed of Trust, is good bv adverse pos¬ 
session, if the said lots have been in his continuous, enclosed ad- 
veree possession, with claim of title for more than twenty vears 
t here are no record liens or encumbrances affecting the title of 
said Beeves, except unpaid taxes and assessments, if any- tax sales 
noted below ; outstanding tax title in Don A. Sanford to’the North 

o lonl • , e , ' ,!l¥ d Dot 5, based upon tax deed recorded Nov. 

9. 1904 in Liber 2839 folio 350; outstanding tax title in W. Walton 

Edwards to the South 17 feet front by depth of said Lot 5 based 
upon the last mentioned tax deed; Agreement, noted below, and 
to Law Judgments Nos. 51913 and 52041, against said Reeves. 

Judgments and decrees against last record owners, other than said 
Reeves not examined. 
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Richard F. Wainwright, Unmarried, to William E. Edmonston, 

John D. Goughian. 

Trust. 

Dated August 10, 1896. 

Recorded August 31, 1896. 

Liber 2143, folio 438. 

Lot 3, Square 604 and other property. 

To secure Augustus Burgdorf $8,100, ten notes of even date, 
payable in five years, with interest at 6% per annum until paid, 
payable seini-annually. 

Note No. 2 for $400, secured solely on Lot 3, Square 604, 
100 other notes on other property. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1909. 

South 17 feet of Lot 5, assessed to W. Walton Edwards. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6, 1909. 

Lot 1 assessed to Robert Low. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1909. 

Lot 3 assessed to Richard F. Wainwright. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride. 


Agreement. 

Dated April 14, 1905. 
Recorded April 30, 1907 

T _9A77 frilin 19>< 



encumbrances. . ., . 

Received on the above, $60.,—Received C. I\ Bride on account. 

J. C. Reeves, $40. No seal for Bride. 

Notary certifies that above parties who are personally 
101 known to him as persons who signed “above agreement,” per¬ 
sonally appeared and acknowledged, etc. 

Judgments vs. James C. Reeves. 

Law No 51911.—September 7, 1909.—.Judgment of Municipal 
Court of May 10, 1900 for $246.08, with interest on $220. from 
Dec. 7. 1908, on $26.08, from Jan. 2. 1909. and costs. Dec. 28, 
1909, Entered to use of John Ridout. 
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Law No. 51913.—Sept. 9, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal Court 
filed Aug. 10, 1909, for $500., with interest from date and costs, in 
favor of plaintiff, John G. Slater, to use of Mattie R. Slater and 
W illiam J. Kehoe, Sept. 9, 1909: Fi. fa. 

Law No. 52041.—Oct. 22, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal Court 
of October 12, 1909, for $170., in favor of Commercial National 
Bank, with interest from July 16, 1909 and costs. Dec. 3, 1909.— 
Entered to use of W. J. Kehoe. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 30, 1897. 

Liber 2226, folio 27. 

Lot 4, Square 604 assessed to Augustus Burgdorf and others 
Trustees. 

Sold to Thomas W. Smith. 

102 Tax Sale. 

Recorded May 9, 1900. 

Liber 2511 folio —. 

Lot 4 and two parts of Ix)t o in Square 604 assessed to Augustus 
Burgdorf, et al., Trustees. 

Sold to Charles H. Wiltsie. 

« 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 10, 1906. 

Liber 2986 folio 381. 

Lot 4, Square 604 assessed to Augustus Burgdorf and others. 

nr 

Sold to W. W. Edwards. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lot 2, Square 604 assessed to Isabella W. Ashford. 
Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lot 4, Square 604 assessed to Augustus Burgdorf and Allen C. 
Clark. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6, 1908. 

South 17 feet of Lot 5, Sq. 604 assessed to W. Walton Edwards. 
Sold to John A. Butler. 

7—2510a 
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103 Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lot 1, Square 004 assessed to Low. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lot 3, Square 604 assessed to Richard F. Wainwright. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards.** 

“All of Square Six hundred and five (605). 

I have examined the title of James C. Reeves to the 
scribed property, and find that by Decree of the Supreme Court ot 
the District of Columbia, pieced April 25, 1907 in Equity Cause No. 
24,521 (wherein the said Reeves is plaintiff and Robert Low, Duane 
E. Fox, James A. Kennedy, Julia Dana, the unknown heirs, devisees 
or alienees of Eliza Laidler, deceased, of Thomas Washington, de¬ 
ceased, and of James Holliday, deceased, and others not interested 
in said property are defendants) the title to said property was de¬ 
clared and established to be good by adverse possession in the said 
Reeves. The said decree is effectual and conclusive as to all of the 
record or proprietary owners of the lots in said square, who were 
made defendants in said cause. At the date of the institution of said 
cause, the record title to the lots in said square was vested as fol¬ 
lows:—Lot 1, in Eleanor Laidler, to whom said lot was assigned for 
Lot 177 in Carrollsburgh, subject to tax title in Thomas 

104 Hammond, based upon tax deed in Liber W. B. 7 folio 217, 

and to tax title in James A. Kennedy, based upon tax deed in 

Liber W. B. No. 1 folio 175. One James A. Kennedy died in the 

year 1880. (See the provisions of his Will recorded in Will Book 
18 page 324.) 

Lot 2 was assigned in the year 1794 for Lot 173 in Carrollsburgh, 
name of owner unknown. The title of the unknown owner of said 
lot, his heirs or devisees, is subject to tax title, as to an undivided 
of said lot in Ezra Sampson, Jr., based upon tax deed in Liber A. B. 
folio 181, and to tax title on the entire lot, in Van II. Manning and 
Duane E. Fox, as tenants in common, based upon tax deed in Liber 
683 folio 445. The said Duane E. Fox also acquired a tax title based 
upon tax deed in Liber 2341 folio 41. The tax title of said Manning 
and Fox is subject to the Deeds of Trust in Liber 1631 folio 99 and 
Liber 1625 folio 288, below’ noted. 

The Deeds forming the chain of title to the tax title owned by 
Ezra Sampson, Jr. in Liber A. O. 232 and Liber A. T. folio 273 are 
not acknowledged. 

Lot 3, in Thomas Lund Washington, subject to tax title in Francis 
E. Dana, sole devisee of Julia B. Dana, based upon tax deed in Liber 
Tax W. B. No. 2, folio 109, and subject to tax title in Michael T. 
Weller based upon tax deeds in Lil>er 2035 folio 328, Liber 2130 
folio 300 and Liber 2342 folio 359. 


al 
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t *^ ames Holliday, to whom said lot was assigned 

for Lot 164 in Carrollsburgh, subject to tax title in James A. 
Kennedy, based upon tax deed in Liber W. B. 20 folio 501. 
Une James A Kennedy died in the year 1880 (See the provisions of 
Ins will recorded in Will Book 18 page 324). 

, Vvur ail( ] > ^’ \ n Robert Low, if the title to said lots was acquired 
\ rj U i|l lan i B. Richmond, a fonner owner, prior to the execution of 
\his will, winch is not dated. The said Low derived title through 
Deed from the devisees of said Richmond. 

A ££ the above mentioned record and tax title owners, Eleanor 
Daidler, Thomas Hammond, Ezra Sampson, Jr., Thomas Lund 
V^shmgton, Van H. Manning, Francis E. Dana and Michael I. 
WeHer the Trustees under Deeds of Trust in Liber 1631 folio 99 
and Liber 1625 folio 288, the owner to whom said Lot 2 was as¬ 
signed for Lot 173, Carrollsburgh, the unknown heirs, alienees and 
de\ lsees of James A. Kennedy, deceased, and the unknown heirs, 
alienees and devisees of the above mentioned persons who are de¬ 
ceased, are not bound by the decree passed in said Equity Cause, not 
being parties thereto. 

I pon the record and under the above mentioned decree, I am of 
the opinion that the title of said Reeves to said Lots 4, 5 and 6 is 
good of record, subject as to Lot 4 to outstanding tax title in the 
heirs or devisees of James A. Kennedy, and subject as to said Lots 5 
and 6 to the question above mentioned.concerning the Will 
106 of W illiam B. Richmond. The title of said Reeves to said 
Lots 1, 2 and 3, and his title to Lot 4, as against the heirs 
or devisees of James A. Kennedy, and his title to said Lots 5 and 
6, as against the heirs of William B. Richmond, is good by pos¬ 
session, if the said Lots have been in his continuous, enclosed, ad¬ 
verse possession, with claim of title, for more than twenty years. 

There are no record liens or encumbrances affecting the title of 
said Reeves, except unpaid taxes and assessments, if any, as to which 
the Assessor will certify, tax sales below noted, deed of trust in Liber 
3100 folio 21 and Agreement in Liber 3077 folio 128 below noted, 
judgments at law, Nos. 51913, 51911, and 52041, pending Equity 
Cause No. 29022, to enjoin execution of judgment of law No. 51913. 

Judgments and decrees against last record owners, other than said 
Reeves not examined. 

+ 

Henry C. Borden, Bachelor, to Allen C. Clark, John E. Benton. 

Trust. 

Dated Nov. 2, 1891. 

Recorded Nov. 3, 1891. 

Liber 1625 folio 288. 

Lot 2 in Square 605 and other property. 

To secure Charles A. McEuen Three hundred Dollars ($300.). 
note of even date, payable in six months, with interest at 6% per 
annum until paid, payable at Columbia National Bank, Washing¬ 
ton, D. C. 
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107 Henry C. Borden, Bachelor, to Allen C. Clark, John E. 

Benton. 

Trust. 

Dated Nov. 2, 1891. 

Recorded Nov. 2, 1891. 

Liber 1631 folio 99. 

Lot 2 in Square 605 and other property. 

To secure Charles A. McEuen Seven hundred Dollars ($700.) 
note of even date, payable in six months, with interest at 6% 
annum until paid. 

Tax Sales. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lots 1 and 4 assessed in James A. Kennedy. 

Lot 2 assessed in Duane E. Fox. 

Lots 5 and 6 assessed in Robert Low. 

All sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 



Recorded April 6, 1909. 

Lot 2 assessed in Duane E. Fox. 

Lot 4 assessed in James A. Kennedy. 

Lot 5 assessed in Robert Low. 

All sold to W. W. Edwards. 

James C. Reeves et Ux. Agnes to W. Walton Edwards, William II. 

Shipley. 

Trust. 

Dated July 23, 1907. 

Trust. _ 

Dated July 23, 1907. 

Recorded Julv 24, 1907. 

Liber ‘3100 folio 21. 

108 Lots 1 to 6, Square 605. 

To secure Jesse IT. Powell Five hundred Dollars ($500.), 
note pavable in one year, with interest at 6% per annum, payable 
semi-annuallyreserving the right to pay said note at any time 
before maturity, upon giving 60 days’ notice. 

James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride. 


Agreement. 

Dated April 14, 1905. 

Recorded April 30, 1907. 

Liber 3077 folio 128. 

Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires good title to Square 604 
and Square 605, to turn over to said Bride all right, title and inter¬ 
est in said Square, upon payment of $3000. Good title and free of 
encumbrances. 
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Received on the above, $60.,—Received C. T. Bride on account, 
J. C. Reeves, $40. No seal for Bride. 

Notary certifies that above parties who are personalty known to 
him as persons who signed “above agreement ' personalty appeared 
and acknowledged, etc. 

Judgments vs. James C. Reeves. 

Law No. 51911.—Sept. 7, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal Court 
of May 10, 1909 for $246.08, with interest on $220. from Dec. 7, 
1908, on $26.08, from Jan. 2, 1909 and costs. Dec. 28, 1909, entered 
to use of John Ridout. 

109 Law No. 51913.—Sept. 9, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal 
Court filed Aug. 10, 1909 for $500., with interest from date 
and costs, in favor of plaintiff, John G. Slater, to use of Mattie R. 
Slater and William J. Kehoe, Sept. 9, 1909: Fi. fa. 

Law No. 52041.—Oct. 22, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal Court 
of October 12, 1909, for $170., in favor of Commercial National 
Bank, with interest from .July 16, 1909 and costs. Dec. 3, 1909.— 
Entered to use of W. J. Kehoe. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded May 10, 1890. 

Liber 1500 folio 1. 

Lot 2, Square 605 assessed to G. 1). Todd. 

Sold to Allen C. Clark. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 30, 1897. 

Liber 2226 folio 27. 

Lot 3, Square 605 assessed to Julia Dana. 

Sold to Michael Weller and G. R. Repetti. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 30, 1898. 

Liber 2319 folio 131. 

110 Lot 1, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to Malcolm Hufty. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 30, 1898. 

Liber 2319 folio 131. 

Lot 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 

Sold to Robert Y. Slater. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded May 9, 1899. 

Liber 2419 folio 1. 

Lot 2, Square 605 assessed to Van H. Manning, et al. 

Sold to 
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107 Henry C. Borden, Bachelor, to Allen C. Clark, John E. 

Benton. 

Trust. 

Dated Nov. 2, 1891. 

Recorded Nov. 2, 1891. 

Liber 1631 folio 99. 

Lot 2 in Square 605 and other property. 

To secure Charles A. McEuen Seven hundred Dollars ($700.) 
note of even date, payable in six months, with interest at 0% } 
annum until paid. 

Tax Sales. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lots 1 and 4 assessed in James A. Kennedy. 

Lot 2 assessed in Duane E. Fox. 

Lots 5 and 6 assessed in Robert Low. 

All sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 



Recorded April 6, 1909. 

Lot 2 assessed in Duane E. Fox. 

Lot 4 assessed in James A. Kennedy. 

Lot 5 assessed in Robert Low. 

All sold to W. W. Edwards. 

James C. Reeves et Ux. Agnes to W. Walton Edwards, William II. 

Shipley. 

Trust. 

Dated July 23, 1907. 

Trust. __ 

Dated July 23, 1907. 

Recorded July 24, 1907. 

Liber 3100 folio 21. 

108 Lots 1 to 6, Square 605. 

To secure Jesse II. Powell Five hundred Dollars ($500.), 
note payable in one year, with interest at 6% per annum, payable 
semi-annually;—reserving the right to pay said note at any time 
before maturity, upon giving 60 days’ notice. 

James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride. 


Agreement. 

Dated April 14, 1905. 

Recorded April 30, 1907. 

Liber 3077 folio 128. 

Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires good title to Square 604 
and Square 605, to turn over to said Bride all right, title and inter¬ 
est in said Square, upon payment of $3000. Good title and free of 
encumbrances. 
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Received on the above, $60.,—Received C. T. Bride on account, 
J. C. Reeves, $40. No seal for Bride. 

Notary certifies that above parties who are personally known to 
him as persons who signed “above agreement” personally appeared 
and acknowledged, etc. 

Judgments vs. James C. Reeves. 

\ Law No. 51911.—Sept. 7, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal Court 
of May 10, 1909 for $246.08, with interest on $220. from Dec. 7, 
1908, on $26.08, from Jan. 2, 1909 and costs. Dec. 28, 1909, entered 
to use of John Ridout. 

109 Law No. 51913.—Sept. 9, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal 
Court filed Aug. 10, 1909 for $500., with interest from date 
and costs, in favor of plaintiff, John G. Slater, to use of Mattie R. 
Slater and William J. Kehoe, Sept. 9, 1909: Fi. fa. 

Law No. 52041.—Oct. 22, 1909.—Judgment of Municipal Court 
of October 12, 1909, for $170., in favor of Commercial National 
Bank, with interest from July 16, 1909 and costs. Dec. 3, 1909.— 
Entered to use of W. J. Kehoe. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded May 10, 1890. 

Liber 1500 folio 1. 

Lot 2, Square 605 assessed to G. D. Todd. 

Sold to Allen C. Clark. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 30, 1897. 

Liber 2226 folio 27. 

Lot 3, Square 605 assessed to Julia Dana. 

Sold to Michael Weller and G. R. Repetti. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 30, 1898. 

Liber 2319 folio 131. 

110 Lot 1, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to Malcolm Hufty. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 30, 1898. 

Liber 2319 folio 131. 

Lot 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 

Sold to Robert Y. Slater. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded May 9, 1899. 

Liber 2419 folio 1. 

Lot 2, Square 605 assessed to Van H. Manning, et al. 

Sold to 
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Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 9, 1899. 

Liber 2419 folio 1. 

Lot 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to C. H. Wiltsie. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 9, 1900. 

Liber 2511 folio —. 

Lot 1, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 

Sold to Malcolm Hufty. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded May 9, 1900. 

Ill Liber 2511 folio —. 

Lot 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to C. H. Wiltsie. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 8, 1901. 

Lot 1, Square 605 assessed t<> Jas. A. Kennedy. 
Sold to C. IT. Wiltsie. 


Tax Sale, 


Recorded April 5, 1905. 

Lots 1 and 4, Square 605 assessed to Jas. A. Kennedy. 
Sold to John G. Slater, Trustee. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 9, 1907. 

Liber 2986 folio 727. 

Lots 1 and 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6. 1908. 

Lot 2, Square 605 assessed to Duane E. Kox. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

112 Lots 5 and 6, Square 605 assessed to Robert Low. 
Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 
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Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Rote 1 and 4, Square 005 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards.” 

Mr. Edwards: I would like to cross-examine Mr. W. W. Bride. 

\\ hereupon William W. Bride was recalled to the witness stand 
and testified as follows: 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Bride, in your testimony you state that about this time 
of the year in 190/, I believe, you saw Mr. Reeves. A. Yes; about 
this time of the year. 

Q. In Judge Hallam’s office. A. No; just outside of Judge Hal- 
lam s office. 

Q, Had he been in there, do you know? A. I don’t know that. 

Q- Could you not have been mistaken as to the time, two or three 
months? A. No; I am certain that it was in the Fall of the 
113 year. I remember it was just prior to the time I moved up 
to Mr. Douglas’ office. 1 had a room in the suite then 
occupied by Howard Boyd on the first floor of the Columbian Build¬ 
ing, and it was just prior to the time I moved up to the Colorado 
Building to Mr. Douglas’ office that I saw Mr. Beeves. 

Q. Had you ever seen him before? A. 1 think I had. 1 think 
1 saw him over in the Court House one time when it seems to me this 
suit for the decree was on. He was present and I saw him in the hall 
and he was pointed out to me as Mr. Reeves. I am certain it was 
Mr. Beeves; I have no doubt about that. 

Q. What suit was that? A. I really and frankly don’t know • I 
wasn't particularly interested in it. I won’t be positive about this, 
but T think his wife was with him. 

Q I asked what suit was that, A. 1 can’t be positive about that 
because my recollection about that is hazy, but it seems to me it was 
one of Mrs. Mayse’ suits. Wasn’t there a Mrs. Mayse? 

Q. I can’t help you; I know nothing about it. A. I wasn’t coun¬ 
sel in the case and T knew nothing about it other than that. 

Q. You knew that Mr. Reeves had repudiated and refused to carry 
out the agreement with your father long before that? A. No sir; 

I did not. 

114 Q. You had no notice at all that he had declined to com¬ 
ply with the terms of that agreement? A. Not prior to that 
time, as I remember it, I knew, that there was some difference of 
opinion about it, but I didn’t know he had actually declined, nor 
did T have any actual knowledge that he had finally declined until 
the receipt of your letter. 

Q. Didn’t you know that your father had made other proposi¬ 
tions to. Mr. Reeves? A. 1 am inclined to think there was some 
proposition made, but I don’t remember the details. It seems to me 
I wrote either you or him a letter in the matter. Just what that 
letter was, I don’t remember, nor when that letter was written. 
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Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 9, 1899. 

Liber 2419 folio 1. 

Lot 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to C. H. Wiltsie. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 9, 1900. 

Liber 2511 folio —. 

Lot 1, Square 605 asserted to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to Malcolm Hufty. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 9, 1900. 

Ill Liber 2511 folio —. 

Lot 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedv. 
Sold to C. H. Wiltsie. 


Tax Sale. 


Recorded May 8, 1901. 

Lot 1, Square 605 assessed to Jas. A. Kennedy. 
Sold to C. IT. Wiltsie. 


Tax Sale, 


Recorded April 5, 1905. 

Lots 1 and 4, Square 605 assessed to Jas. A. Kennedy. 
Sold to .John G. Slater, Trustee. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 9, 1907. 

Liber 2986 folio 727. 

Lots 1 and 4, Square 605 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 
Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lot 2, Square 605 assessed to Duane E. box. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 

Tax Sale. 

Recorded April 6, 1908. 

112 Lots 5 and 6, Square 605 assessed to Robert Low. 
Sold to W. Walton Edwards. 
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Tax Sale. 


Recorded April 6, 1908. 

Lxjfcs 1 and 4, Square 005 assessed to James A. Kennedy. 

Sold to W. Walton Edwards.” 

Mr. Edwards: 1 would like to cross-examine Mr. W. W. Bride. 


Whereupon William W. 
and testified as follows: 


Bride was recalled to the witness stand. 


By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Bride, in your testimony you state that about this time 
of the year in 1907, I believe, you saw Mr. Reeves. A. Yes; about 
this time of the year. 

Q. In Judge Ha limn’s office. A. No; just outside of Judge Hal- 
lam s office. 

Q. Had he been in there, do you know? A. I don’t know that. 

Q- Could you not have lieen mistaken as to the time, two or three 
months? A. No; I am certain that it was in the Fall of the 
jeai. I remember it was just prior to the time 1 moved up 
to Mr. Douglas’ office. 1 had a room in the suite then 
occupied by Howard Boyd on the first floor of the Columbian Build- 
lng and it was just prior to the time I moved up to the Colorado 
Building to Mr. Douglas’ office that I saw Mr. Reeves. 

Q. Had you ever seen him before? A. I think 1 had. 1 think 
I saw him over in the Court House one time when it seems to me this 
suit for the decree was on. He was present and I saw him in the hall 
and he was pointed out to me as Mr. Reeves, f am certain it was 
Mr. Reeves; I have no doubt about that. 

Q. What suit was that? A. I reallv and frankly don’t know • I 
wasn't particularly interested in it. I won’t be positive about this, 
but T think his wife was with him. 

Q I asked what suit was that, A. I can’t be positive about that 
because my recollection about that is hazy, but it seems to me it was 
one of Mrs. Mayse’ suits. Wasn’t there* a Mrs. Mayse? 

Q. 1 can’t help you; I know nothing about it. A. I wasn’t coun¬ 
sel in the case and T knew nothing about it other than that. 

Q. You knew that Mr. Reeves had repudiated and refused to carry 
out the agreement with your father long before that 4 ? A No sir 
I did not. 

114 Q. You had no notice at all that he had declined to com¬ 
ply with the terms of that agreement? A. Not prior to that 
time, as T remember it. I knew, that there was some difference of 
opinion about it, but I didn’t know he had actually declined, nor 
did I have any actual knowledge that he had finallv declined until 
the receipt of your letter. 

Q. Didn’t you know that vour father had made other proposi¬ 
tions to Mi. Reeves? A. 1 am inclined to think there was some 
proposition made, but T don’t remember the details. It seems to me 
I wrote either you or him a letter in the matter. Just what that 
letter was, I don’t remember, nor when that letter was written. 
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Q. Was the occasion of Mr. Bride’s making other propositions 
because of Mr. Reeves’ refusal to carry out the matter? A. It 
seems to me I have some recollection along that line. If you will 

bear with me a minute-. There was some question as to w hether 

Mrs. Reeves was bound by the agreement and in order to save any 
possible litigation with her, there was some sort of proposition made, 
but just what that proposition was, I don’t remember. 

Q! Did that proposition bring it home to Mrs. Reeves and involve 
her in any way? A. I don’t know the details. I have some hearsay 
matter if you want to know it. 

115 Q. Is this your letter (showing witness paper)? A. That 
is my letter. 

Mr Richardson: May I see that please? (1 he paper was handed 
• «/ * 

to Mr. Richardson). 

Mr. Ed w' ards: I will ask the Examiner to mark this lettei foi 
identification. (Same was marked: ‘*\\ . M . Bride No. 1. ) 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Having read that letter, is your memory refreshed now to 
anv extent ; could you say whether or not that at the time you met 
Mr. Reeves, it might have been before that letter? A. Oh, no, 1 

am absolutely certain it was in the Eall. 

Q. You knew at that time that Mr. Reeves had refused to comply 
with your father’s demands? A. I know that he was continuously 
promising one thing and then changing his mind, saving he wanted 
to see his counsel. He vacillated from one side of the question to the 
other. So far as I know, the only conversation I ever heard with 
regard to the matter was the one I refer to in front of Judge 
Ilallam’s office. 

Q. Did you suppose that Judge Hallam was the attorney tor Mr. 
Reeves at that time, or did you know? A. It seems to me that I 
knew' that he was. In fact, t believe that my recollection is that it 
was Judge Hallam wffio had gotten him his decree for the 

116 land. . , . , 

Q. Now Mr. Bride, why wasn’t suit brought sooner than 

it actually was after having known Mr. Reeves’ position? A. Be¬ 
cause. Mr. Reeves was continuously vacillating, Mr. Edwards, from 
time to time. I say I have no personal knowledge of it, only what 
I heard from Father, Reeves would promise at one time to do it 
and then he would sav: “I want to see Mr. Edwards before I do it.” 
Of course, that testimony is only hearsay. 

Mr. Ridoit: Objected to, a* immaterial and irrelevant. 

Mr. Richardson: We object to the answer being stricken out. It 
was called for by the volunteered question of counsel, who asked 

the witness to give his reason. 

Mr. Bride: And not proper cross-examination. 

Mr. Richardson (continuing) : And he is bound by the answer 
of the witness, having voluntarily called for the answer. Counsel 
for the defendants cannot blow hot and cold; they cannot take a 
chance of getting a favorable answer and if it is unfavorable, reject 

it. 
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Redirect examination. • 

By Mr. Richardson: 

, ,V' Mr ; ^ nde .> you may state whether or not you know if vour 
father at the time of this conversation, or at any time for W 
matter, had any other contract with Mr. Reeves ^ther than the 
\ hen ln ^ lest,0n ’ A - That is the only contract ZTl know of! 

WILLIAM W. BRIDE. 

11 ‘ and sworn ‘o before me this 10th day of Jan- 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

Mr. Ridout: I would like to cross-examine Mr. Slater further. 

J v «SS"„ ,o a™. 8 “™' ™ "»"*> *“» K— —4 

Bv Mr. Ridout: 

letter list now^’ fT/" 11 *' examine Mr. Bride’s 

n u'l v j. Well < ‘hey handed it to me; I didn’t ask for it 
sir Q - Who handed ** to you? a. Mr. Callaghan reached R to me 

Q. When did you first learn that the docket fee in favor of Mrs 
Agnes Reeves had been paid.—the $20.00 docket fee? A. I think 

' ViS" to d I P e , that > >f I am not mistaken, to-day. 

Q. M hat concern had you in it? A. Well, he was talking about 
it and I am very anxious always to listen, sir. S 

118 Q. That is all. 

other time' ARDS * would like to cross-examine Mr. Slater at an- 

JOHN G. SLATER. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of October, 1911 

RALPH D. QUINTER, ’ 
Examiner in Chancery. 

Thereupon at 4:00 o’clock p. m. adjourned to meet at the same 
place on Monday, November 6, 1911, at 3:00 o’clock p m without 
prejudice to right of plaintiff as to time. ’ P ’ 


Washington, D. C., November 6, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment at the hour of 3:30 o’clock n m 
at the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., the Century Building 

SS’.'Sf ^3| n0ny ,b ” ,e »*“ •» 

8—2510a 
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Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. 
W. Bride, for and on behalf of the plaintiff; W. Walton Edwards, 
Esq., for and on behalf of the defendant; the Examiner and 
119 witnesses. 


W hereupon William H. Manogue, a witness of lawful age, called 
for and on behalf of the plaintiff, being first duly sworn, according 
to law, testified as follows: 


By Mr. Richardson: 


Q. Mr. Manogue, will you state your profession and your resi¬ 
dence? A. I am an attorney and member of the Bar and reside at 
519 East Capitol Street. 

Q. \ou have been a member of the Bar for some years? A. For 
over twenty years. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Mr. Cotter T. Bride? A. I am. 

Q. Who is present here? A. Yes. 

Q* And do you also know Mr. James C. Reeves, the defendant 
in this case? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You may state whether or not you at any time had an inter¬ 
view, and if so, when, with Mr. Reeves, together with Mr. Bride, in 
respect of a contract or agreement for the purchase on the part of 
Mr. Bride and the sale on the part of Mr. Reeves, of squares 604 

and 605 in this City? A. Some three or four years ago- 

120 Q. Can you fix the time more definitely? A. Well, within 
three or four months after the Courts had vested the title to 
those squares in Mr. Reeves, Mr. Bride came to my office and told 
me that he had a contract for the purchase of those squares, and 
wanted me to go in with him and take a half interest. I went down 
with him to see the ground as it lay, having previously looked up 
the plats. We went down there and on the First Street side of one 
of the squares we met Mr. Reeves, and I had some talk with him 
and told him that I was about to become interested in the contract 
to the extent of purchasing a half interest and that I had come down 
to look over the ground. Mr. Reeves then said that the land had 
gone up somewhat and that he didn’t know about his wife carrying 
out that contract. 


Q. What did he say, if anything, in respect to his willingness or 
disinclination to carry out the contract? A. He said as far as he 
was concerned, he was willing to carry it out. I had a further talk 
with him and suggested that I would be willing to make an addi¬ 
tional allowance myself so as to carry out the contract and sug¬ 
gested his talking to his wife about it. 

Q. Carning out the contract; may I ask in what respect? A. 
Carrying out the contract so that we could get all the title that Mrs. 
Reeves and he had in the property. 

Q. And the additional consideration was for what pur- 
121 pose? A. He said he couldn’t get his wife to sign the con¬ 
tract and the additional consideration was for the purpose of 
getting his wife to sign-the deed. 

Q. Well, proceed. A. He said he would take up the matter with 
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his wife and would call to see me in a few days. He didn’t call 
out sometime after that, possibly within a week, Mr. Bride came to 
my office and suggested that we ride down there again and see what 
he was going to do. This time we went down to his house. We met 
.lrs. Reeves and Mr. Reeves and I talked with her and him abouf 
the purchase of the property and carrying out of the contract, and, 

as near as my memory serves me, I offered $500.00 at that time_ 

Q. ror what purpose? A. For the purpose of having both of 

them sign the deed for the property and carrying out of the original 
contract. & 


Q. State whether or not Reeves at that time objected to carrying 
j C° n tract on his part without any additional consideration for 
lmself. A T don t think that Mr. Reeves on either of those occa¬ 
sions objected to that. Certainly that was not the impression that 
was created in my mind from his conduct. 

Q. And what was the offer of additional consideration for at this 
second interview? A. For the purpose, as T said, of getting his wife 
to sign. He put it up to his wife. 

10 Q’ Then what transpired? A. They said they would come 
i-- to mv office and made an appointment for a (ertain dav 
at eleven o’clock. 


Q. M ell, did they come? A. They did not. 

Q. What transpired after that, if anything? A. About that 
time, Mr. Edwards—\\ alton Edwards—took up the matter with me 
" n \ ew °* £ lvln £ m °re money for the squares. 

Q. Did you know anything at that time with respect of an 
encumbrance being placed upon the property, or about that time, 
or pending these negotiations? A. There was no encumbrance 
upon the property at that time—when I first talked with him. 

W. ''hen did you learn of such encumbrance, of the fact? A 

Shortly after my visit to Mr. and Mrs. Reeves at the house, the 
second meeting. 

Q How many days after that, about? A. My best recollection 
is that it was within a week. 

Q, How did you learn that that encumbrance had been placed 
upon the property? A. I saw it in the Court Record. 

htate whether or not Mr. Reeves had at any time prior to your 
noticing that encumbrance, objected in any wav to you on his part 
to earning out his contract? A. Mr. Reeves at both of the inter- 
views T had, did not object. 

123 Q Now state whether or not your interviews with Mr. Ed- 
wards with respect to the matter were prior or subsequent to 
the time you noticed the encumbrance? A. I am quite sure they 
were afterwards. ' J 


Q. \V hat was the nature of your communication with Mr. Ed¬ 
wards. A. Instead of Mr. and Mrs. Reeves meeting me as per 
agreement, Mr. Edwards communicated with me, and said that mv 
• s< T 1 i iares was too cheap and I think at that time, T told 
Mr. Edwards what had happened at those two interviews That i« 
my best recollection. And I offered him $4,000.00 for the prop¬ 
erty. F F 
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Q. What was the additional thousand dollars offered for? A. The 
additional thousand was for the purpose of getting this man’s 
(Reeves’) wife to sign the contract. 

Q. Was that offer accepted? A. That offer was not; Mr. Ed¬ 
wards wanted $5,000. 

Q. And you declined? A. I could not see $5,000.00 worth of 
value in the squares and so told Mr. Edwards and then he left and 
I never had anything further to do with the matter. 

Q. That was the end of your negotiations? A. The end of my 
negotiations for the squares in conjunction with that original con¬ 
tract. 

Q. You acquired no interest in it yourself? A. No, sir. 
124 Q. That fell short? A. That fell short; yes, sir. I had, 
however, about that time, or before that, been given a lot of 
tax sale certificates that Mr. Bride had on there. That is how I got 
first connected with it, he bringing those tax certificates or tax sale 
certificates to my office. 

Q. What was your relation or office with respect to those tax 
certificates? A. After the negotiations with Mr. Edwards were off, 
(he wanted $5,000.00 and I wasn’t willing to give more than $4,- 
000.00) I merely held those certificates to turn back to Mr. Bride 
to dispose of them- 

Q. As a matter of fact-A. (Continuing:) They were his prop¬ 

erty. 

Q. You turned them back to Mr. Bride ultimately? A. L'lti- 
matelv they were turned back to Mr. Bride. 

Q. Beyond that you have no knowledge about this transaction? 
A. No; after that I didn’t bother with it. 

Q. That terminated your relations? A. That tenninated my re¬ 
lations. 


Mr. Edwards: As I wasn’t present at the beginning of the exami¬ 
nation of this witness, f would prefer to cross-examine him at some 
future time. 

Mr. Richardson : We are perfectly willing that you should do 
that. 

WM. H. MANOGUE. 


125 Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of Octo¬ 
ber, 1912. 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 


Thereupon, at 3:45 o’clock, p. m. adjourned to meet at the same 
place on Monday, November 13, 1911, at 4:00 o’clock, p. m., without 
prejudice to right of plaintiff as to time. 

******* 

Washington, D. C., November 13, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment at the hour of 4:00 o’clock, p. m. 
at the law offices of William W. Bride. Esq., the Century Building, 
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K«ffpSS ni<>ny in ,he above cause, for and on 

W P S r Me88 ^ M ' , N ; ?i chardson > D ' °’ C Callaghan, and W 
and W wIlton'Fdwnr^ ’f ' ° f !/‘ e Pj ai . nt . iff ; Messrs. John Ridout 
^xandner aid ^tnei’ “ d °" hehalf ° f the defend “‘ s : the 

,Whereupon Cotter T. Bride, a witness of lawful nee 
126 called for and on behalf of the plaintiff, being™ dulv 
sworn, according to law, testified as follows: J 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr Bride, you are the plaintiff in this case? A. Yes sir 

Bni, S l*3?B J 'S^r£.h"S P, ' t ” n * n< ' T - 

Q. What is your age, Mr. Bride? A. I am going on sixty-six 

in this zrnrvsx wlth Mr- James c - Reeves the piainHff 

Q. I show you the contract sued on in this case and I call your 

attention to the signatures Janies C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride 'and 

ask you if you know whose signatures thev are? A. This is mine 
(indicating) ; that is Reeves’. ‘ is mine 

w^ ^ y ° U 866 Reeves ,vrite ,hat (indicating)? A. I saw him 

m ft RlCH , ARI T' V 1 We w u 1 sus P el,d «'ith Mr. Bride’s examination 
at this point and resume the examination of Mr. Manogue. 

COTTER T. BRIDE. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of October, 1911. 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

127 Whereupon William H. Manogue, a witness of lawful 
witness^nfi Sifi^rfott * ** ~ d the 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr Manogue, I show you a letter dated August 3 1909 and 

n y wv! f /° U t k r v , who s ‘«ned that letter? Tl do’ ’ 

Q* Walton W* Edwards. 

Yes sir y ° U reCeiVe that in the due c 0111 ^ of mail from him? A. 

Q. I show you a letter dated October 29, 1909 and ask von if 
you know who wrote that letter? A. Mr. Edwards. Y lf 

0- -Old you receive that in the due course of mail? A. Yes 

8ui f 

Q. I show you a letter dated February 16, 1910, and ask you if 
you know who wrote that letter? A. Mr. Edwards. * 

. O' Cid y° u receive that in the due course of mail? A. Yes 

sir. 
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Q. In respect to the letters, in what relation did you stand, if any, 
to Mr. Cotter T. Bride at that time about the subject mat- 
128 ter of the letters? A. Well, I was acting for him. 

Q. As attorney, you mean? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And for whom was Mr. Edwards acting, if you know? A. 
I understood he was acting for Mr. Reeves. 

Mr. Richardson: I offer these three letters in evidence. (Same 
are marked for identification: “Plaintiff’s Exhibits Nos. 4, 5, and 
6,” respectively.) 

Mr. Edwards: No objection. 

Mr. Richardson: I ask that these letters be copied into the 
record. 

(The letters above referred to are in the words and figures as 
follows:) 

No. 4. 

“August 3, 1909. 

Mr. W. H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: Sometime ago we had some interviews about the claim 
of C. T. Bride against J. C. Reeves. As I recollect it Mr. Bride s 
claim is about $500, but Mr. Reeves disputes it and says that he 
did not get more than about $240 from Mr. Bride. If you will fur¬ 
nish me an itemized statement showing what amounts and the 
vouchers therefor, Mr. Bride paid out to Reeves, I will, I Ikj- 
129 lieve, adjust same to your satisfaction. I am negotiating for 
the sale of this property and can make sale regardless of Mr. 
Bride s claim. Beg to advise you that Mr. Bride has in my opinion 
no lien against the property, but only a contract to buy, and which 
he may or may not be able to enforce by suit in Equity. I nless his 
proceeding is begun by April next, Mr. Reeves can plead the Stat¬ 
ute of Limitations to his suit and then will be in a position to proceed 
against Mr. Bride by suit to clear title, if the property is not sold 
in the meantime. 

Shall be glad to hear from you. 

Yours verv truly, 

J. L. (E.). 

W. WALTON EDWARDS.” 



» 

A 


No. 5. 

“October 29, 1909. 

Mr. W. H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: If you represent Mr. C. T. Bride, please furnish me 
statement in writing at once what Mr. Bride furnished Reeves and 
let me know if he will accept that amount in cash with interest for 
his claim against Reeves. If this matter can be adjusted on 
130 this basis, I can close the matter up at once. 

Let me hear from you within two or three days. 

Yours very truly, 

J. L./E. 


W. WALTON EDWARDS.” 
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• No. 6. 

“February 16, 1910. 

Mr. William H. Manogue, Stewart Building, City. 

‘u e ? f sales against Lots in Square 

604 and 605 which are held by Mr. C. T. Bride, and which were at 
one time in your possession, I would like to know if you have those 
certificates now, and, if so, I would like to take them up on the term- 
agreed upon which was 12 per cent. Would like to know if you 
also have tax sale certificate, sale of April 18, 1897, Lot 4, Square 
604 assessed to Augustus Burgdorf, et al„ and sold to Thomas W. 
Smith. On inquiry of Mr. Smith, he informs me that he has not 
the certificate and does not know to whom he transferred it, sun- 
posing it had been transferred to the owner. If you can locate that 
certificate I will take it up also. It is desired to stop the interest on 
i i these certificates and if they cannot be taken up promptly, 
161 I shall have to proceed to have the whole bunch cancelled. 

1 lease let me hear from you as soon as possible. 

Yours very truly, 

J. L./hi 


w. WALTON EDWARDS. 


11 


Note. All three of the letters above copied into the record were 
written on letter-heads of W. Walton Edwards. 

9 

By Mr. Richardson . 

Q. Mr. Manogue, I show you a paper dated November 15, 1909. 
purporting to be a copy of a letter, and will ask you what you know 
about that. A It is a copy of a letter I prepared answering the one 
that I received from Mr. Edwards. I had that letter typewritten 
and mailed to Mr. Edwards. * 

Q. You mailed the original whereof this is a copy to Mr Ed- 

wards, if I understand you? A. Yes, sir; that is, to the best of mv 
recollection. 

Q. Have you the original? A. I have not the original. 

Mi. Richardson . I offer this copy in evidence and call upon the 
defendants for the production of the original and we now say that 
unless the original is produced, we shall insist upon the copy bein<* 
offered in evidence and will ask the Examiner to copy it into the 
record. (The paper above referred to is filed herewith and 
13*2 marked: “Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 7. Said paper is in the 
words and figures as follows:) 


No. 7. 

“Nov. 15, 1909. 

My Dear Edwards: Replying to your note of the 29th ulto. I 
beg to say that I fear I will not be able to help you in this matter. 
1 can not get anything definite from Mr. Bride and it seems impos¬ 
sible for me to have him say what he wants except* that he intends 
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to stand on his agreement. As to the value of this agreement in 
view of subsequent developments I can’t say. 

I have tried to help out this situation but seem to be unable to 
do anything. 

Respectfully. ,, 


Mr. Edwards: I will make my objection to that later if I want to 
object. 

Mr. Richardson : We agree that you can make your objection at 
any time. 

Mr. Edwards : I have no recollection of receiving such a letter and 
have none such among my papers. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Manogue, can you fix the time definitely when 

133 you first went down to see Mr. Reeves? Referring to your 
testimony, you say it was within three or four months after 

the Courts vested "title. Do you remember the date of that visit? 
Mr. Bride: April, 1907. 

Witness : 1 should say that I went down there to the best of my 
recollection, sometime between June and the first of October; some¬ 
time between June and October of that year. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Where did you see Mr. Reeves? A. 1 saw Mr. Reeves on first 
Street, in the field. 

Q. Did you see Mrs. Reeves that day? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you see Mrs. Reeves at a later date? A. 1 saw Mrs. Reeves 

at a later date, yes, sir; at the house. . 

Q. About how much later would you say after that first visit? A. 
It was within possibly ten days, not over that. 

Q. Did you have a deed prepared to have them execute? A. I 

don’t think I did. 

Q. Did you at any time have prepared a deed for them to execute? 
A. I did not. 

Q. The first time you saw Mr. Reeves, what offer did you make? 

A. 1 went down to look over the land the first time and 1 

134 looked over the land and we talked about the value, and we 
talked about the contract that Mr. Bride had with him, and 

he said that it was too cheap, that we could not get his wife to sign 
the contract. Then I told him that I was thinking about buying a 
half interest in the property and that 1 would agree to give, I think, 
$500.00 more, 4he first time 1 talked with Mr. Reeves, that is my 
recollection, and close the contract out at that figure. He said he 
would talk with his wife about it and let me know in a few days, 
come up to the office and let me know, T think at eleven o’clock; I 
think that is the hour that we had the appointment made for. 

Q. Did you ever write either of them a letter, Mr. or Mrs. Reeves, 
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making any offer? A. I don’t recall that I did, except one letter 
that I had when I discussed this matter, when I discussed this matter 
at the last meeting 1 had with you. I may have had one or two 
meetings with you after Mr. Reeves turned over his affairs to you and 
my lecollection is that 1 had a letter then. Whether that was ad¬ 
dressed to Mr. or Mrs. Reeves, I am not sure, but I had a letter that 
was my final offer for the property when I discussed it with you at 
that last meeting. 

Q. What were the terms of that letter? A. $4,000.00 for the 
property, I to take a half interest. 

. Q- Hav e you a copy of that letter? A. I have looked for 
13o it but up to the present time, I have not found the letter. 

Q. You recollect well that you did make that offer? A. I 
recollect that I came to your office the last time that I discussed this 
with you and that was the breaking off' of all negotiations with re¬ 
gard to the pioperty. That was my impression of it. I had previously 
gone down and seen Mre. Reeves and Mr. Reeves with Mr. Bride 
and discussed she and him signing a deed for the property and had 
raised my offer to $4,000.00, raised it a thousand, making it $4,- 
000.00, and they were to be at my office I think a couple of days 
afters aids, that is, as I understood, and sign the agreement, sign 
the deeds, and close the contract up on that basis, and I left with 
that understanding. 1 hey didn’t come, and a few days afterwards, 1 
observed this deed of trust on record to you and took up negotiations 
with you for the carrying out of the tentative agreement or proposal 
that I had discussed with Mr. and Mrs. Reeves. 

Q. \\ as that offer of $4,000.00 to be subject to any claims or was 

it not? A. No, sir; that $4,000.00 was for the property, the title to 
be clear. 

Q. Didn’t you know at that time, Mr. Manogue, that there were 
between $500.00 and $1,000.00 in taxes due upon the property? A. 
I don’t know how much. I know the title was involved with tax 
claims. I didn’t know exactly what the amounts of them 
136 were. 

Q. You had been buying the property in yourself at times 
had you not for certain parties? A. I am not clear whether I had 
purchased it or not. 

Q. Don’t you know generally that the property had been sold for 
years and years at tax sales? A. Oh yes, I knew that; I knew it was 
involved with tax claims. 

Q. Can you fix the date when you first called at my office? A. 
Within ten days after your deed of trust for $500.00 was put on 
record. 

Q. And what was the substance of our interview then and there? 

I believe at that interview you and Mr. Bride were present, and 
Mr. Reeves and myself. Isn’t that correct, A. I am not sure 
whether Mr. Bride was or not, but I think he was. You and Mr. 
Reeves were there and the substance of the discussion was trying to 
agree upon a figure at which we would purchase the property and 
carry out that contract. You wanted me to pay $5,000. and I could 
not see my way to give any more than $4,000. 

9—2510a 
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Q. You did offer $4,000; you are positive about that? A. I am 
not quite sure of that. 

Q. You never at any time asked Mr. Reeves to convey the property 
just to you and me on the terms of the contract he had with 

137 Mr. Bride? A. I did not for the reason that after talk¬ 
ing a few minutes with Mr. Reeves, upon the time of our 

first meeting, I saw that that could not be done, because Mr. Reeves 
said his wife wouldn’t sign the deed. After I looked over the land, I 
was satisfied to pay the additional sum and have his wife sign the 
deed and purchase the property. 

Q. Didn’t you know the property was worth considerably more 
than the contract price? A. Well, I don’t see that I did when 1 
broke off negotiations with you at the limit of $4,000. I wasn’t 
willing to give more than $4,000; you wanted me to give $5,000 
and I couldn’t see $5,000 worth of value in it. I was willing to 
give $4,000, and that was all I could see. 

Q. Didn’t Mr. Reeves convince you that he wouldn’t under any 
conditions convey the property for $3,000; that is, regardless of his 
wife? A. No, Edwards, I cannot say that he did. 

Q. Are you sure that his wife’s desires were mentioned in any 
of those interviews at all? A. He said his wife wouldn’t sign the 
deed, and I was practical enough to realize the situation, and that 
being the case, thought it was necessary, if I wanted to purchase the 
land, to pay a sufficient sum to have the deed signed. That ad¬ 
ditional sum was to come out of me. 

Q. Referring to your letter, the copy of your letter of November 
9th, do you keep a letter press? A. No, I draft my letters, 

138 and the typewriter makes copies of them, and then I take and 
file them back in the files. 

Mr. Richardson: 

Q. That is a carbon? 

Witness: No, the typewriter makes a copy of the letter. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. And you file your draft? A. My draft. 

Q. Then you have no other record of the letter than that? A. 
No, sir. 

Q. Mr. Manogue, do you know about what rate that would be 
per foot for that property—$4000? A. My best recollection of the 
transaction at that time was that there were 100,000 square feet in 
the property ; that Mr. Bride’s purchase was at the rate of about three 
cents a foot. At your figure it would be about five cents per square 
foot, and I couldn’t see any more than four cents per foot to me at 
that time to take a half interest in it and to await developments of 
the property. 

Q. You have seen the contract that Mr. Reeves had with Mr. 
Bride? A. Mr. Bride had shown me that before I went down 
there. 

Q. It was your intention to take a half interest in the prop¬ 
erty? A. Yes, sir. 
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139 Q. Did Mr. Bride come to you and ask you to go in the 
matter with him? A. At that time I had two or three deals 
with Mr. Bride, and he came to me and spoke to me about this 
contract, and taking a half interest in this property, and suggested 
down and looking at it. First we looked at it on the map, 
and I thought that at that contract price, I would go down and 
look over the land, and see how it looked, and was willing to take a 
half interest in it. 

Q. How did the conversation commence with Mr. Reeves? Did 
you approach him; or how did the matter come up? A. I dis- 
remember whether Mr. Bride opened the conversation or whether 1 
opened it; I am sure I made some remark about the land. 

Q. Didn’t you have notice before you went down there that Mr. 
Reeves had declined to carry out the agreement ; didn’t you know 
before you went down there that Mr. Reeves wouldn’t sell at that 
figure to Mr. Bride? A. No, I didn’t. I knew there was some 
question—Mr. Bride may have mentioned something about some 
question of closing the sale, but I don’t remember that there was 
anything particular said about that. He came to me more par¬ 
ticularly to purchase a half interest and go in with him in that 
contract. 

Q Mr. Bride came to you? A. Yes, sir. 

140 Q. Who was the moving party? A. Mr. Bride was. T 
went down in his buggy and looked over the ground and 

talked with Reeves with the idea of acquiring a half interest under 
that contract. When I went there and saw the lay of the land, and 
saw the situation, knowing that it was a case of not getting the 
contract signed without his wife, I was willing to raise my offer, 
what the property would cost me, to the extent of $500, and made 
that offer to him. 

Q. That is to say, you were to pay that $500 then yourself? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Bride was to pay no part of that? A. That was to come 
out of me. 

Q. And then when you made the proposition to pay $4000, who 
was to contribute to that? A. Well, I am not sure about that, Mr. 
Edwards; I want to be frank about that. I am not sure that I was 
to stand the whole of that, extra thousand, but the first $500 I was 
to stand. I had in the meantime discussed the purchase of the 
property further with Mr. Bride, and if we had to go $4000, we 
were to divide the $1,000 extra; that is to the best of mv recollection, 
now. 

Mr. Edwards: Did you offer in evidence copies of all of Mr. 
Manogue’s letters? 

Mr. Richardson: I offered three. 

Mr. Edwards: You offered three of mine, and only one 

141 of his. 

Mr. Richardson (after an examination): There is only 
one of his that I offered. That is all there is. If there are any more 
of them I have not seen them. 
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Bv Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Have von any idea, Mr. Manogue, how many times we had 
interviews over this matter? A. Possibly two or three. 

Q, Several times? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And we discussed the tax liens that are held by Mr. Bride on 
this property? A. There was a discussion afterwards, Mr. Edwards, 
as I recall. T wasn’t, at that time sure what Mr. Bride or anybody 
else held. I was making a purchase of the property and was speak¬ 
ing about getting it clear. There w T as considerable discussion and 
correspondence between you and I in reference to the tax lien cer¬ 
tificates that were held by me for Mr. Bride. 

Q. You represented all the claims held by Mr. Bride against the 
propertv, didn’t you? A. I think T did. 

Q. You remember what amounts the claims were Mr. Bride held 
against the property? A. T can’t say now. They were in the cor¬ 
respondence between you and I. 

Mr. Richardson: I have a memorandum, if counsel de- 
142 sires it. 

Mr. Edwards: I don’t’ care to encumber the record with 
these tax claims. I am speaking now about other claims. 

Witness: Mv letters to vou T think, Mr. Edwards, would show. 
You asked me what the amount of his claims were, and I think, 
as far as I was able to get them. T furnished them to you by letter. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. You have no copy of any letter that you ever sent me stating 
what claims Mr. Bride held? A. T may have. 

Q. If you could find a copy I wish you would produce it. A. I 
will. 

Q. Mr. Manogue, at one interview, in my office, you called to 
see me with some claims, among them, tax liens, and a memo¬ 
randum of cash advanced hv Mr. Bride to Reeves. Do you recall 
such an interview? A. T did call at your office several times in 
reference to those claims? 

Q. You exhibited to me tax hills at one time, figured up, showing 


the amounts, and offered to turn them over to me, did you not? A. 
They were redemption certificates, redemption receipts, tax certifi¬ 
cates 

Q. Yes, being all the claims that Mr. Bride held? A. All that 
I had in my possession. 

143 Q. I will show you a piece of paper, and ask you if those 
are your figures? A. Yes, these are my figures. 

Q. Do they represent the tax liens that Mr. Bride held? 

Mr. Richardson: The question is objected to because the witness 
has already said that they only represent those he had. 

By Mr. Edwards: T will let my question conform to your ob¬ 
jection. 

Q. Those are the tax claims held by Mr. Bride and which you 
were authorized to cancel? A. Tt would he utterly impossible for 
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nie to say what these are unless I had the benefit of the tax certifi¬ 
cates and the tax redemption receipts to verify these figures, and 
to ascertain what they mean. That is merely an aggregation of 
figures that to me now have no meaning whatever 

Q. Did you ever see this piece of paper, Mr. Manogue? A. I 
cant say that I did, Mr. Edwards, although I may have; I can’t 
say I did. I wish to say that if I had the tax receipts and certificates, 
I could figure out with this paper, and I could explain it. 

Q. You made those figures? A. Yes, sir, those are my figures. 

Q. And you handed it to me? A. I did. 

Q. How did I come to get it? A. I handed it to you. 

144 Q. Don’t you recall that you came around with these tax 
liens? A. I remember coming to you; yes, sir. 

Q. (Continuing.) Figured up to that amount, and were prepared 
to turn them over to me for that amount of money? A. I can’t say, 
Mr. Edwards, because T have had a number of dealings with you 
involving tax certificates. I don’t know whether this refers to this 
transaction or to other transactions. I am not saying that it does not, 
but I can’t say without verifying it with the receipts and certificates. 

Q. Didn’t you bring that around to me in response to my letter, 
of about that date. You offered a letter here dated February some¬ 
thing 1910, in which 1 spoke of that matter. Don’t you know, after 
reflection, that that is the sum total of the tax claims that you 
brought around in response to that letter? A. I could not sav, Mr. 
Edwards. 

Q. You don’t deny that? A. 1 don’t deny it; I don’t know what 
these figures are. I want to be perfectly fair; if the certificates are 
ascertainable, I can figure out from the certificates what these figures 
are, and explain every figure here, and tell you all about them. 

Q. 1 hand you again this white piece of paper and ask you if 
you can pick out the amounts from the white paper on 

145 the yellow paper, in your own figures. A. By using the 
white paper in connection with the yellow paper upon which 

my figuring appears, and observing the data on the white paper, I 
am now led to believe that the white paper contains a list of the 
certificates in mv possession at that time together with the tax re¬ 
demption receipts, all of which were handed to me by Mr. Bride. 
The computation on the yellow paper in my handwriting gives the 
calculation of the interest upon the certificates and the tax redemp¬ 
tion receipts. That is what you want, isn’t it? 

Q. Yes. 

Mr. Edwards: I ask the Examiner to mark these papers for 
identification. 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Now, Mr. Manogue, don’t you remember after being thus 
refreshed, that I copied that list from the papers you had in your 
possession? 

Mr. Ridout: To which one do you refer? 

Mr. Edwards: The white paper. (No. 6). 
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150 Witness: I do not know that, and after reading the letter 
of June 30th, 1908, to you, 1 would say that I had furnished 

you with the amounts as I had been able to get them from Mr. 
Bride, showing his expenditures to Mr. Reeves. 

By Mr. Edwards : 

Q. Then are not the amounts which l have read to you on that 
white paper, marked for identification, the amounts that you re¬ 
ported as Mr. Bride having advanced to Mr. Reeves? A. I do not 
know and I will not say without an examination of the papers that 
I had showing those amounts. 

Q. What papers did you have representing claims advanced by 
Mr. Bride other than the tax receipts and certificates? A. State¬ 
ments of data. 

Q. In what shape? What do you mean hv “data?” A. Let me 
finish it—to be furnished by Mr. Bride showing the dates on which 
he had advanced the sums specified. 

Q. You never saw any vouchers signed by Mr. Reeves for those 
amounts? A. No, sir. 

Q. Merely memorandum which Mr. Bride handed to you alleging 
that he had furnished them? A. Taken from his check book. 

Q. Did you see his check book? A. No, sir. 

151 Q. How do you know he got it from his check book? A. 
He told me he got it from his check book, and one or two of 

them may have been checks. 

Q. Mr. Manogue, what finally l>ecame of the tax cerrificates or tax 
bills that you held and were ready to turn over; what became of 
them? A. Some years afterwards, Mr. Callaghan called at my office 
and said the case was in the Court of Appeals, and he wanted to use 
those bills, and wanted me to turn them over to him. I didn’t just 
do it then; I couldn't just lay my hands on them, and sometime 
afterwards, Mr. Bride came after me, and requested them. 

Q. Did Mr. Callaghan come by himself or with some other person? 
A. The first time I think Mr. Callaghan either met me on the street, 
or came to the office for them, and said he had a case in the Court 
of Appeals in which they played an important part, and he wanted 
to use them. 

Q. Did any other person ever come to you and speak to you of 
them? A. Well, Mr. Henning, I think spoke to me about them. 

Mr. Richardson: The question is objected to as immaterial, 
irrelevant and too remote. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Did Mr. John G. Slater ever speak to you about them? 

Mr. Richardson : I object to the question as immaterial 

152 and irrelevant. 

Witness: I don’t remember; he may have. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Don’t you remember that Mr. Slater called with Mr. Callaghan 
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and demanded the papers from you? A. I don’t recall that, al- 

1.,, < , I |, i 6 ,i", lay lave done so > Mr - Edwards. I know that Mr. Cal- 
laghan had been after me several times, and Mr. Bride several times, 

•!n .v g0t ‘ e P a P ers and turned them over to them. I was busy 
with other matters. J 

Q. Up to that time you believed that you had authority to deal 
with the papers. J 

materiatandTreeWanj! 6 qUeSti ° n * ° bjeCted *° 88 incom P etent ’ 


Witness: I did. 


By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. Mr. Manogue, how long have you known Mr. Bride? A I 
presume fifteen years. 

yews H ° W l0ng haV * y ° U known Mr ’ Slater? A. Fifteen or twenty 

' , v $: v/, aV R *; j U lje ® n en g a S e<I 111 a number of business transactions 
with Mr. Bride and Mr. Slater? A. I have sued both of them a 
number of times, and later I have had dealings with them. 

CJ. -Ihey found you so formidable an adversary that it occurred 
t0 ‘J 1601 that ^ might be desirable to have you for a friend 
it>d A. I am n 0 t prepared to say what was their motive. 

i.- u u au , dld >'°, u fir 't learn of the existence of the paper 
which had been honored by the designation “contract” referred to 
in this suit? u 

Mr. Richardson . The question is objected to because the Court 
oi Appeals has decided as a matter of law that the paper is a con- 

v X ci v h® 

Witness: During the pendency of that suit to enforce the con- 
tract. 


By Mr. Ridout: 

Q Are you not mistaken about that; didn’t you know of its 
existence, wasn t it shown to you either by Mr. Slater or Mr Bride 
before any suit was ever brought? A. Oh yes, I think it was. ’ What 

I mean by the pendency of the suit” I meant the pendency of the 
suit to clear the title to the land. ^ 

Q. By whom was it first shown you? A. 1 think by Mr. Bride 
Q. Where, if you remember? A. At mv office; I can’t sav 
Q. For what purpose did he show it to'you? A. With the idea 
of my taking a half interest in the property. 

Q. And when was it that suggestion was made? A. As near as 
I can recall it was in 1907; sometime between June and Septem- 
Dcr. 

154 Q, Did you take a half interest in the property? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. Why? A. They wouldn’t deliver it at the figure I was willing 
to take it at, give for it. 6 

Q W j? at ‘he figure they were asking? A. Mr. Edwards, 
representing Mr. Reeves and Mrs. Reeves, wanted me to nav $5 000 
10—2510a y ’ ’ 
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Mr. Richardson : Counsel objects to this line of cross examination 
because it is merely reiteration of the evidence as already given. 

Witness (continuing): and I wouldn't pay but $4,000. 

By Mr. Ridout : 

Q. You then were willing to pay $4,000 yourself for a half 
interest? A. No, sir, buy the property with the signatures of Mr. 
and Mrs. Reeves for $4,000, clear title, was my offer. 

Q. That was your offer? A. My offer to Mr. Edwards. 

Q. And when did you make that offer? A. Within ten days 
after Mr. Reeves put his trust on record to Mr. Edwards. I can 
only fix the time by that. 

Q. At that time you knew of the existence in Mr. Bride's possession 

of this paper which they call a contract, did you not? A. I knew 

that Mr. Bride had come to nlv office with that contract and had 

1 / 

shown me that contract and wanted me to take a half interest 

155 in that contract, and I went down with him, down to see 
Mr. Reeves, with a view of seeing that land and seeing about 

closing the sale. * 

Q. And at that interview between Mr. Reeves, Mr. Bride, and 
yourself, Mr. Reeves declined to comply with the contract? 

Mr. Richardson : The question is objected to as misleading, as 
intending to mislead the witness. lie has testified about the con¬ 
tract. 

Witness: No, Mr. Reeves didn't decline, Mr. Ridout, he put it 
on his wife; said the old woman wouldn't sign the deed; that is my 
recollection. 

By Mr. Ridout : 

Q. When you went to see Mr. Reeves on this occasion, did Mr. 
Slater go too? A. No, sir; Mr. Bride drove me down in his buggy. 

Q. What part did Mr. Slater take in endeavoring to sell you this 
half interest, if any? A. lie had nothing to do with it. I have 
never discussed with Mr. Slater the purchase of the half interest in 
this property. 

Q. Have you ever discussed this matter with Mr. Slater? A. In 
the light of the letters offered here—are those letters here? 

Q. Referred to? A. Referred to, my recollection is refreshed of 
some dealings with Mr. Slater in reference to the property, 

156 by which Mr. Edwards was going to settle the claim Mr. Bride 
had. 

Q. Did not Mr. Bride ever convey to you the information, in 
substance, that Mr. Slater and himself were jointly concerned in 
some shares or other, in this attempted purchase from Reeves? A. 
No, sir. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that at that time- A. I understood that Mr. 

Slater had some dealings with Mr. Reeves and that he consummated 
the contract for Mr. Bride; that was my understanding of it. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact, Mr. Manogue, that about the time of the inter¬ 
view between Mr. Reeves, Mr. Bride and yourself, when an offer was 
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made of $4,000 by you, and a counter demand of $5,000 was made 
by Roeves, that Mr. Bride stated to you, in substance, that he realized 
that he had no claim under this informal paper, which we call a 
contract? A. No, sir. 

Q; If that he not so, how do you explain these visits, and the in¬ 
creased offer of $4,000 to Mr. Reeves? A. I have stated that in mv 
testimony in chief. On my first interview with Mr. Reeves I found 
that it was impossible to have his wife join in the deed. I was practi- 

. i , , ^ and I was willing to advance, after 

seeing the land, advance that over and above the original contract, 
ar| d stand for that difference. Mr. Reeves said that he would 
157 talk with his wife about it, and let me know in a few days. 

. Q : Isn’t it a fact that in the discussion between you and 
Mr. Bride, it was realized that that was not an enforcihle paper? A. 

I am not prepared to say what Mr. Bride thought of it, but I had 
my ideas of it. 

Q. And what were they? 

Mr. Richardson : Objected to as immaterial. The Court of Ap¬ 
peals has decided that matter and the opinion of the witness is im¬ 
material. 

Witness: I thought the contract was unilateral. 

Mr. Ridout: I object to these running comments of Mr. Rich¬ 
ardson. 

Mr. Richardson: They are not comments; they are objections 
for the record. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. You have had considerable experience in dealing and selling 
real estate in that locality as well as others in the District, have you 
not? A. Not particularly in that section. 

Q. You had sufficient information as to values in that section to 
make you willing to make a proposition to Mr. Reeves to purchase 
the property? A. Yes, sir. 

' Q. And you have justly earned the reputation of being a very 
close buyer, have you not? A. I pay what I think I can 
158 afford to pay for property always. 

Q. And you thought that $4,000 would be a fair price for 
a careful buyer to pay for that property in 1907? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What percentage of advance would you say has taken place in 
the value of that property between 1907 and now? 

Mr. Richardson : Objected to as not being proper cross examina¬ 
tion and as being immaterial and irrelevant. 

Witness: In my judgment very little. 

Mr. Ridout: I don’t know whether you are so well qualified. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. You do think there has been some advance in values down 
there, don’t you? A. A very little; there have been no improve¬ 
ments and no change to make any. 
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Q. You had not a very high opinion of that property down there, 
judging from what you have said off the record? 

Mr. Richardson: He is giving his opinion and judgment as to 
values down there. 

Witness: I don’t think much of that section. 

By Mr. Ridout : 

Q. Hardly worth the trouble of getting titles, I understood you to 
say off the record? A. Not for single lots. 

159 Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. In respect of these taxes, tax liens, tax certificates, and this 
adjustment of the matter between yourself and Mr. Walton Ed¬ 
wards, may I ask whether any final agreement was reached between 
you in respect of the matter? A. No, sir. 

Q. And may I ask whether at any time in those negotiations that 
you had with Mr. Edwards 3011 at any time agreed to obtain Mr. 
Bride’s contract, the contract which he claimed to have in respect 
to the purchase of this land? A. I had no right to do that. 

Q. What was the occasion of the conferences that you had with 
Mr. Edwards in respect of the taxes? A. Mr. Edwards kept writing 
me for a statement of the claims which Mr. Bride had against the 
property. 

Q. You mean by claims, the amount that he had paid- A. 

For tax certificates and the advances made by him. 

Q. Then, if I understand you, the occasion of the interviews and 
the occasion of the data which you furnished him, was to give him 
a statement of money he had paid and amounts which had been ai 
times paid by Mr. Bride in the way of taxes and the like? A. 
Taxes, tax redemptions, and advances made by him on account of 
the clearing of the title to this land; advances made to Mr. Reeves 
on the clearing of this land. 

Q. State whether or not you at any time made any offer 

160 that you w’ould upon any consideration surrender or aban¬ 
don Mr. Bride’s claim under this paper which we call a 

contract? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to if the statement made by Mr. Manogue 
was in writing. 

Witness: As I have said, my memory refreshed by the letters 
that have been identified, there was some effort made by Mr. Slater, 
who had a $500 claim against this property, and Mr. Edwards, to 
effect an adjustment of his claim, and as I recall now’, Mr. Slater 
called to see me several times with a view to seeing wdiether I would 
be willing to enter into a compromise by w’hich his claim and the 
claims of Mr. Bride w’ould be paid. The negotiations, along that 
line, as I recall were carried on by Mr. Slater and Mr. Edwards, but 
they never culminated in anything. 
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By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Did it or not contemplate the surrender of Mr. Bride’s right 
under his contract? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to because the letter speaks for itself direct. 

Witness: My recollection is that they took in his tax claims, his 
advances, and everything that he had paid on account of the land. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. That was all? A. That was all. 

Q. Was any final agreement reached? A. No, sir. 

161 Q. And when did you finally agree to disagree about the 

matter; in other words when was the termination- A. 

The letters show for themselves. 

Q. Then those negotiations, as I understand, continued up until 
about the date of the last letter, when you stated that you offered 
this additional sum of $500, and then $1,000 for the property, as 
I understand you, and that additional offer was to procure the sig¬ 
nature of Mrs. Reeves? A. I so stated it at the first session of testi¬ 
mony given here. 

Q. You did not mean by your answer, as 1 understood you, on 
cross examination, to vary that statement? 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to as a manifest attempt to cross examine 
counsel’s own witness. 

Witness: No, sir, not at all. 

WM. H. MANOGUE. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of October, 1812. 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

Thereupon at 5:15 o’clock p. m. adjourned to meet at the same 
place on Wednesday, November the 22d, at 4:00 o’clock p. m. 

******* 

162 Washington, D. C., November 22, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment at the hour of 4:00 o’clock p. m. 
at the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., the Century Building, 
for the taking of testimony in the above entitled cause, for and on 
behalf of the plaintiff. 

Present Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. W. 
Bride, for and on behalf of the plaintiff; Messrs. John Ridout and 
W. Walton Edwards, for and on behalf of the defendants; the Ex¬ 
aminer and witnesses. 
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Whereupon Cotter T. Bride, a witness of lawful age, called for 
and on behalf of the plaintiff, being first duly sworn, according to 
law, testified as follows: 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. Please give us your name, your residence, and your occupa¬ 
tion? A. Cotter T. Bride; 131 B Street southeast. 

Q. You are the plaintiff in this case? A. Yes sir. 

Q. I show you a paper, Mr. Bride, that has been heretofore ex¬ 
hibited in this case and ask you if you know the signature to that 
paper? A. Yes sir; James C. Reeves. The first time I 

163 ever saw him was that morning about 9 o’clock in Mr. Sla¬ 
ter’s office. He introduced me. 

Q. Do you know anything about the signature to that paper, of 
James C. Reeves? A. Yes sir. 

Q. What do you know? A. He signed that paper, and I signed 
it. 

Q. The signature on that paper by yourself, is your signature? A. 
Yes sir ; and his seal. 

Q. Now, in respect to the word “seal,” Mr. Bride. A. He put that 
there himself. I never done a thing to that paper; T have never 
put a pen to it since. 

Q. Has that paper in any wise been altered at any time since it 
has been in your possession, by you, or by any other person at your 
direction? A. No sir. 

Q. At the time this paper was signed, Mr. Bride, what was Mr. 
Reeves’ condition as to sobriety? A. Sober as any man I ever seen. 
Of course, that was the first time I ever seen him. I bought the 
property inside of an hour. The whole thing was settled inside of 
an hour. 

Q. W as there anything in his appearance to indicate to you that 
he was under the influence of liquor? A. No sir; perfectly sober. 

Q. Did you, upon that occasion, get him into a condition 

164 of insobriety? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you drink with him that morning? A. I never 
took a drink with him in my life. 

Q. Were you present upon an occasion recently when Mr. Reeves 
wtls also present? A. Yes sir. 

Q. State what the conversation was? A. In Mr. Slater’s office 
up on G Street. I w ent in there about a week or two weeks before— 
Mr. Callaghan told me about it. He said: “Dan, you are jokin- 

Mr. Edwards: We object to what Mr. Callaghan told him, or 
w T hat anybody else told him. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Proceed and state wffiat took place? A. The first time I seen 
him I met him there. A couple of weeks aftenvards I asked him: 
“Did I ever take a drink with you in my life?” He said “No.” I 
said “Why did you sw T ear to such a thing in the paper, that I got 
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you drunk?” He said: “I never swore to it. That was put in there 
by my lawyers.” 

Q. Now, Mr. Bride, at the time this contract was signed, what 
consideration, if any, did you give? A. I gave him sixty dol¬ 
lars. 

Q. What if any money did you subsequently give to Mr. Reeves. 
1 call your attention to an entry on the back of this paper (handing 
witness paper). A. That is forty dollars. 

165 Q. Did you pay him that? A. I gave him ten dollars in 
r Slaters office. lie begged for the money; said he was hard- 

up. T. hen 1 took him up to my house and gave him a check for 
thirty dollars. 

Q. That made forty dollars? A. Yes, sir; that made the forty 
dollars. J 

Q. When was that, with reference to the date of the contract? 
A. January 19, 1906. 

Q.. Is that the date of this check for thirty dollars that you gave 
him ? A. Yes sir. That is the same date I gave him the ten dol¬ 
lars. That made up the forty dollars. 

Mr. Richardson : We offer this check in evidence. 

(The check thus offered in evidence was marked “Plaintiff’s ex¬ 
hibit 8.”) 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to as immaterial. 

Mr. Richardson : A\ e again offer this original contract in evi¬ 
dence, and will produce the same at the hearing. 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to as immaterial on the grounds already 
stated. 


By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Now, Mr. Bride, will you state the circumstances leading up 
to the signing of this contract with Mr. Reeves? 

• 

Mr. Ridout : Objected to because the contract, if it be a contract., 
merges the antecedent negotiations; and if the contract be as coun¬ 
sel contends it is, of no validity, then the testimony is immaterial. 

A. When I went into Mr. Slater’s office, about 9 o’clock 
166 in the morning, Mr. Reeves was there, and Mr. S.oran was 
sitting at his desk. Mr. Slater was there. Mr. Reeves was 
sitting down and so was Mr. Soran. Mr. Slater made the proposi¬ 
tion if I wanted to buy his two squares. I thought they were two 
squares, but they are triangle squares, half squares. I said “have 
you got a good title?” and he said “No.” I said “I don’t want any 
bad title; I don’t want any title except a good title.” Then John 
talked to me and advised me to buy it. He said “He is a good square 
fellow”—I didn’t know the man; never met him before. So finallv 
I came to the conclusion that I would take it. He said “Mr. Bride, 
if you don’t take it, I will go out and get somebody else to buy it. I 
will sell it cheap. I am hard-up for money.” 

Q. Who said that? A. Mr. Reeves. He said “I want some 
money. I want to buy some feed for my horses. I can afford to 
sell it cheap. I have been living there twenty-two years, and it didn’t 
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cost me anything. I am going west when I get it sold and get the 
money.” I said “That’s all right; I don’t care where you go; it is 
immaterial to me.” 

Q. Then what discussion was there in regard to the terms? A. 
Just what the agreement called for. Thomas Soran knows about it, 
he and Reeves. 

Q. State whether or not- A. The only thing I asked them 

to put in—I said: “I don’t know how much taxes is due on 

167 the place; you put in there “free of taxes,” and he put that 
in. That is the only thing 1 asked him to put in. 

Q. State whether or not, so far as you know, Reeves understood 
the terms of that paper? A. lie certainly did. 

Q. What did he say in regard to the terms, if anything? A. 
Nothing, except when I paid him the three thousand dollars I would 
get a good title. 

Q. After this contract was closed, and these sums you have men¬ 
tioned were paid, did you afterwards pay anything upon the prop¬ 
erty in the way of taxes? 

Mr. Ridout : Objected to as leading and immaterial. 

A. There was a couple of deeds—some fellow on 13th Street had 
a couple of deeds and was going to get a tax title that day, and they 

got me to take those things up- 

Q, Who told you that? A. Reeves. 

Q. When was that. A. Oh, that I cannot tell you. 

Mr. Ridout: Counsel for defendants other than Reeves, objects 
to any conversation between Reeves and Bride, under obvious rules 
of evidence. 

Q. State when that time was with reference to the issuance of 
the tax certificates? A. I cannot tell you that; I cannot remember 
dates. 

Q. How long was it after the contract was signed? A. It wasn't 
very long. 

168 Q. You may state what these papers are that I now hand 
you, Mr. Bride (handing witness papers) and how they came 

into your possession? A. 1 paid for them. 

Mr Ridout: Objected to, as the papers speak for themsalves. 

Q, You paid for them? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did you pay all the money upon the property represented by 
these papers? A. Yes sir. 

Q. And in respect to these papers also, that I hand you (handing 
witness papers.) A. I paid a dollar extra for each one here. 

Q. Will you tell us under what circumstances and for what 
reasons you paid these tax bills. 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to on the ground that the payments are 
immaterial; and, more so, the opinion of the witness. 

A. I went down there to save him at his request, and paid for 
these, before the other fellow could get it. 
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Q. Is that true of all of these? A. Yes. You give a dollar for 
them- 

Q. Let us get your answer clear. As I understand you then, your 
answer is to the effect that you bought these at Reeves’ request in 
order to save the property. I refer to these tax certificates which I 
hold in my hand, which are five in number. A. Yes sir. 

169 Mr. Richardson : Counsel for plaintiff offers these five 
certificates of sale for taxes in evidence and asks the Examiner 

to mark them plaintiff’s exhibit 9. 

(Ihe papers thus offered were marked plaintiff’s Exhibit 9). 

Mr. Ridout: Objected to as immaterial. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Now state the circumstances under which you paid for these 
other papeis which 1 now hold in my hand, being bills for redemp¬ 
tion from sale for taxes. A. Yes sir, I paid them. He told me to 
take upAhose things in order to save him. 

Q. Who do you mean by “he.” A. Mr. Reeves. 

Q. State whether or not your answer is true with respect to each 
of these papers which I now hold in my hand? A. Yes sir. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel for plaintiff offers in evidence bills for 
redemption from sale for taxes, being 14 in number, and asks the 
Examiner to mark them plaintiff’s Exhibit 10. 

(The papers thus offered were marked plaintiff’s exhibit 10). 
Mr. Ridout: Objected to as immaterial. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. What w’as the consideration on the part of Mr. Reeves for ask¬ 
ing you to pay these bills? A. They had to be paid before he could 
get deeds for them. 

170 Q. What interest had you in paying them? A. To keep 
the others from getting them. 

Q. W hat, if anything, had that to do wdth your contract? A. 
It had nothing at all to do with the contract. I needn’t have both¬ 
ered with it if I hadn’t wanted to. 

Q. Assuming that you hadn’t this contract with Reeves Would 
you have paid those tax bills? A. No sir. 

Q. W as that fact understood between you and Mr. Reeves 9 A 
Of course I wouldn’t have bothered about them. I wouldn’t have 
paid for them if it hadn’t been. 

, Q- Mr - Bride > after the proceeding had been concluded brought 
by Mr. Reeves to perfect title to the property, did you see Mr 
Reeves after that? A. I certainly did; several times. 

Q. What was the conversation between you and him on those 
times? A. He said it was- 

Mr. Ridout: Counsel for defendants other than Reeves objects 
to any testimony between the witness and Reeves as immaterial as 
against those defendants. 


11—2510a 
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By Mr. Richardson : 

A. When did you first see him after the court had decreed the 
title to be good? A. In a few days. 

Q. What did he then say in respect to this contract? A. He said: 
“That wall be all right, I will do it; just give me a chance. 

171 I won’t go back on you. I will do the square thing by you.” 

That is the kind of talking he did right along. 

Q. How long did he continue to say that? A. Up to the time 1 
brought suit. Every time I met him. I met him one day and he 
told me and he told me “Well, if it wasn’t for Shipley taking me 
over to this man Edwards we would have come to a settlement long 
ago. I am tied up.” He said “He tied me up.” I said: “You had 
no business to go there. Why didn’t you go to Edwards when you 
wanted my money first?” 

Q. What did he mean by being tied up? A. That Edwards 
loaned him five hundred dollars. 

Q. State whether or not that five hundred dollar loan was repre¬ 
sented by a deed of trust upon the property? A. By a deed of trust; 
yes sir. 

Q. He said he wanted to carry out the contract but was tied up 
with a deed of trust. A. He said: “Shipley took me over there and 
I got tied up.” 

Q. State about how long you had these dealings with Mr. Reeves, 
in this way that you have stated in respect to this contract, after 
the title had been perfected. Over how long a period of time did it 
extend? A. It kept up a couple of years; over two years, I guess. 

Then I sent word over to him to see if he would come — business. 

I sent Mr. Manogue- 

Q. For whom was Mr. Manogue acting in reference to his dealings 
with Mr. Edwards? A. For me and himself. I told Ma- 

172 nogue I would give him half of it, if he could make some 
agreement so as to settle the thing up. 

Q. Did you mean you would give him half- A. I was to 

pay fifteen hundred and he would pay whatever was over fifteen 
hundred. 

Q. In other words, your arrangement with Manogue was upon a 
consideration. It wasn’t a gift. A. No sir. 

Q. You used the word “gift.” A. I am not giving anything like 
that away. 

Mr. Ridout: The obvious cross examination of this witness by 
counsel is objected to. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. Mr. Bride, I show you this letter. State whether or not you 
received that letter and from whom. A. Yes, sir, I did. I got it 
from Walton Edwards. Then I got busy. I had to come to 
court- i 

Q. Why do you say that? A. Well, I seen he was not coming to 
a settlement. 

Q. State whether or not, prior to this letter, you had any informa- 
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tion from Mr. Edwards, any final information from Mr. Edwards 
or Mr. Reeves, that the matter would not be adjusted, or the con¬ 
tract lived up to. A. No sir, I never had none. I had no idea in 
the world but what he would have to come to my terms* no idea 
in the world. 

Hr. Ridout: I object to the witness continuing a des- 

173 ultorv conversation after he has answered the questions. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Do you recall an occasion when you went with your son over 
to Judge Hallam’s office? A. Yes sir. 

Q. State whether or not upon that occasion you saw Mr. Reeves? 
A. T seen him outside the door of Judge Hallam’s office. 

Q. Do \ou recall, about the date of that? A. It was about three 
or four months after he got the decree. 

Q. What did Mr. Reeves say upon that occasion about the con¬ 
tract? A. He said he would fix it all right; to just give him a 
little time; that he had gotten into trouble with Edwards. That he 
would fix it up as soon as he could. He always put Shipley in it. 
. Q- R° v™ recall on one occasion that you went to see Mr Reeve* 
m company with Mr. Manogue? A. Yes sir. 

Q. When was that? A. Well that was about a year after that. 
Q. \\ hat did Mr. Reeves say upon that occasion.‘ A. He said it 
wa* too cheap, and that he couldn’t get his wife to sign the papers. 

. 4 sa^ he couldn’t get his wife to sign the papers? 

174 A. No sir. 

Q. Did he state whether or not there was any intention on 
his part to repudiate the contract. —. No sir. Said he wanted more 
money. He told me once or twice he would get Darlington. I told 
him I wish he would. I said “take your monev and go west where 
you said you were going.” 

• W . hnt ,r id h . e Sf| y about his " T i fe as to whether or not she would 
sign r A. He said she wouldn’t sign the papers. 

Q. Did he say that she would sign them for more monev A 
I guess she would. 

Mr. Ridout : I object to that and ask that it. be stricken out 
Oounsel for Reeves unites with counsel in the objection. I also 
object to these bills for redemption from sale for taxes as thev appear 

to be duplicates. Most of them are duplicates and I would like to 
know where the originals are. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Bride; where are the originals of these duplicates? A I 
don t know. 

Q. Do you understand that the originals were mislaid and these 
duplicates issued in lieu thereof? A. I think they were lost some- 
where. 

Q. The originals were lost? A. Yes sir. Some of them were lost 
Q, What has become of the originals? A. I couldn’t tell you. 
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Q. Do you know whether they were lost or otherwise? A. 
175 Lost, I guess. 

Q. By whom were these duplicates issued? A. Down at 
the District Building. 

Q. By the District Government? A. Yes sir. 

(Whereupon at 4:30 o'clock* p. m. the further taking of these 
depositions was adjourned until Monday, November 27th, at 3 
o'clock, p. m.) 

******* 

Washington, D. C., November 2J, 1911. 

Met pursuant to agreement of counsel at the hour of 3:30 o'clock, 
p. m. at the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., the Century 
Building, for the taking of testimony in the above entitled cause, for 
and on behalf of the plaintiff. 

Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. 
W. Bride, for and on behalf of the plaintiff; Messrs. John Ridout 
and W. Walton Edwards, for and on behalf of the defendants; the 
Examiner and witness. 

Thereupon, adjourned to meet at the same place on Monday, 
December 4, 1911, at 3:30 o’clock, p. m., without prejudice as to 
plaintiff’s right as to time. 


Examiner in Chancery. 

% 

******* 

176 Washington, D. C., December 4, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment at the hour of 3 :30 o’clock p. m. 
at the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq., Century Building, for 
the taking of testimony in the above entitled cause, for and on 
behalf of the plaintiff. 

Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. 
W. Bride, for and on behalf of the plaintiff; Messrs. John Ridout 
and W. Walton Edwards, for and on behalf of the defendants; the 
Examiner and witnesses. 

Whereupon Cotter T. Bride resumed the stand as a witness in 
his own behalf, and testified as follows: 

Mr. Richardson: I desire to ask a few questions I overlooked 
when Mr. Bride was being examined in chief. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. You may state, Mr. Bride, what, if anything, you did to hold 
yourself in readiness to perform this contract? A. I kept $3,000 
for a little over two years and never touched it, except for that 
special purpose. 

Q. In what bank did you keep it? A. In the Fourteenth 

177 Street Savings Bank and the National Capital Bank. 

Q. And why did you hold that money? A. I kept that 
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money there in case he came in T would have it and there wouldn’t 
be any objection. 

Q. Were you expecting that he would come? A. Why certainly. 
Why if I hadn’t, I wouldn’t have kept it there and lost the interest 
on the money for a little over two years. 

Mr. Ridout: All of the foregoing is objected to as immaterial 
and manifestly self-serving. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Ridout: 

Q. Mr. Bride, on page 3 of your testimony, in referring to the 
transactions concerning this property, you say “The whole thing 
was settled inside of an hour.” Do I understand that this applica¬ 
tion to sell this property made by Mr. Slater to you, your consid¬ 
eration of it, and final decision to make the purchase, all took place 
inside of an hour? A. Yes sir, in Mr. Slater’s office. 

Q. And did you remain in Slater’s office from the time the dis¬ 
cussion commenced until it ended? A. Until the time it ended, 
the papers were all finished, and the agreement all fixed. 

Q. Was Mr. Reeves there during the whole of the dis- 

178 cussion? A. Yes sir. 

Q. So that discussion took place, as I understand you, be¬ 
tween Mr. Reeves, yourself and Slater, in Slater’s office? A. In 
Slater’s office; yes sir; that is, in Tom Soran’s little office; Tom was 
sitting down at the desk. 

Q. Were you all in Soran’s office discussing the matter, or in 
Slater’s? A. In Soran’s office. 

Mr. Ridout: I have no further cross-examination. 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Bride, if you succeed in getting this property, what do 
you intend to do with it? A. What? 

Q. If you succeed in getting this property, what do you intend 
to do with it? A. I may keep it, I can’t tell, or I may sell it. 

Q. Do you expect the Arsenal Grounds to be extended- A. 

Oh, no. 

Q. (Continuing:) —and take in that? A. No; all you fellows 
are crazy about the Arsenal Grounds. 

Q. Do you own any other property in that locality? A. Yes 

sir. 

Q. Where? A. We have a suit about it now, Mr. Ridout 

179 and myself. 

Q. Is that the only holding you have down there? A. 

Yes sir. 

Mr. Ridout: Mr. Ridout desires to say that his silence in re¬ 
sponse to Mr. Bride’s remark, is not due to a recognition of Mr. 
Bride’s title. 

By Mr. Edwards : 

Q. Mr. Bride, when did you have the first intimation that Mr. 
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Reeves had repudiated that agreement? A. Well now, I never had 
any intimation, because every time I met him, he said “You do the 
right thing by me, and T will do the right thing bv you,” and- 

Q. Why- 

Mr. Richardson : Let him answer the question. 

Witness (continuing) : —and if he had not got mixed up with 
you, there would be no trouble. You are the bull in the china 
shop. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. If that were true, Mr. Bride, why did you go to Mr. Hallam 
very soon after the decree alleging to quiet Mr. Reeves’ title, was 
passed? A. What? 

Q. Why did you go to Mr. Hallam and get him to take a hand 
in the matter against Reeves? A. I never went to Mr. Hallam; 
never, sir. 

Q. You knew that your son had written Mr. Hallam? 

180 A. Yes sir. 

Q. (Continuing:) —to that effect? A. Yes, I will an¬ 
swer that question “Yes.” My son told me “Let me attend to this 
matter and see if T can't fix up this matter,” and I told him to go 
ahead. 

Q, Did you make any advances to Mr. Reeves after the date 
of the Howison decree? A. No sir; not that I know of. 

Mr. Richardson: The question is objected to because the date of 
the Howison decree is not given, and Mr. Bride is not advised and 
counsel are not advised, as to what time counsel is directing his 
question. 

Mr. Edwards: Your client knows? 

Mr. Richardson: My client may know, but the Court must 
know. 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Did you make Mr. Reeves any advances after that? 

Mr. Bride: Don’t answer the question until the date is fixed. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Do you want to know the date of the Howison decree? A. I 
know nothing about this Howison matter at all. 

Q. I will inform you. The Court dismissed Mr. Howison’s bill 
on March 9, 1906. Didn’t you immediately after that, ex- 

181 press yourself as wanting to get rid of the whole matter down 
there? A. Not on your life, I didn’t; that is a sillly question 

with me keeping money in bank for over two years. Have you no 
better excuse than that? 

Q. In what bank did you keep your money? A. In the Na¬ 
tional Capital Bank, the Fourteenth Street Savings Bank, and now 
in the United States Trust Company. 

Q. Were you ready at any time? A. Ready now. 

Q. (Continuing:) —to take up that? You may be ready now, 





COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 87 

but were you ready at any time? A. Any time, any time; never 
short of cash. 

Q. Were you present with Mr. Manogue when, as he has testified, 
you and he went down to see Reeves; you remember that occasion’ 
A. Yes. 

Q. Can you fix the date of that? A. I should say about the fol¬ 
lowing Fall after I got the decree, because he brought back some 
cabbage in the buggy. Manogue brought back some cabbage, and 
1 took him to his house. 

Q. Wasn’t that interview with Reeves before you knew that he 
had come to me and placed matters in my hands? Wasn’t it before 
he had placed matters in my hands? A. After. 

Q. You mean to say that you went to see Mr. Reeves with Mr. 

Manogue after you knew that he had placed the matter in 
lo- my hands? A. Yes, I went down with Mr. Manogue. 

Q. \ ou mean to say that you went to see Mr. Reeves after 
you knew that he had placed the matter in my hands, as his at¬ 
torney, after you knew I was his attorney? A. Well, I didn’t rec¬ 
ognize you, because you were not a regular member of the bar; 

you were a sundown lawyer; we had to meet you in the morning 
or evening. 

Q. Mr. Bride, you are very insulting in your remarks. A. We 
could never get hold of you in the morning. 

Q. Couldn’t you see me every morning? A. Probably we could 
but didn’t. 

Q. \ou knew at the time you went down there with Mr. Ma¬ 
nogue, that Reeves wouldn’t convey to you, didn’t vou ? A If I 
did I wouldn’t have gone down. 

Q. Ridn t you learn at that time that Mr. Reeves wouldn’t convev 
to you? A. Why? y 

Q. You answer the question, Mr. Bride. A. Ask the question 
over again; explain the question; put a proper question. 

Note. Thereupon the question was repeated by the Examiner 
as above set forth. 

Witness: No. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Didn’t you hear the conversation? A. A part of it, a part 
of it. 

Q. Mr. Bride, do you know the date when you were in my 
183 office, with Mr. Manogue? A. It was somewhere about that 

Fall, a few days after we were down to see Reeves, and took 
that cabbage back. 

Q. Mr. Manogue says that was within a week after Mr. Reeves 
had put the mortgage on his property? A. I think it was more 
than that. 

Q. How much more? A. I could not tell you; I didn’t keep the 
dates. 

Q. A week or a month? A. I could not tell you that, but I know 
it was some time after. 

Q. You knew from the result of our interview in my office, that 
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Mr. Reeves wouldn’t convey to you. didn’t you? A. No, I did not; 
I left all that with Mr. Manogue. , 

Q. You heard what was said? A. Mr. Manogue said he had some 
influence with you and probably you could come together. 

Q. Well, you knew at that time there was no agreement made, 
didn’t you; wasn’t it explained to you? A. Well, if we had, I 
would have the property. 

Q. Certainly you would; you knew it was declined then? A. I 
never gave up. I knew I would get the property one way or 
another. 

Q. Mr. Bride, did you ever receive a letter from me? A. I think 
I did, but I turned it over to Mr. Manogue. 

Q. Did you receive a letter from me dated July 26, 1907? A. I 
could not tell about the date. 

184 Q. (Continuing:) —enclosing a check to you returning 
the deposit you had made Mr. Reeves? A. Yes, and I re¬ 
turned it back, didn’t I? 

Q. You did. 

Mr. Ridout: He has not answered the question. 

Witness: I did. 

By Mr. Edwards : 

Q. Did you receive that letter? A. Yes sir. 

Q. I will ask you to produce it. A. I turned it over to Mr. 
Manogue. 

Mr. Richardson: We will produce the letter if it can be found. 
Mr. Edwards: Haven’t you it already? 

Mr. Bride: No, we haven’t it. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel announces he has no such letter, but if 
he can And it, he will produce it. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. You remember the substance of that letter, don’t you Mr. 
Bride? A. Indeed I don’t. If you were to hand it to me, I could 
not tell you. 

Q. Mr. Bride, point out the paragraph in Mr. Reeves’ answer that 
you took exception to, and to which so many of you have tes¬ 
tified to. A. On page 3: “Further answering said paragraph, this 
defendant says that at the time he entered into the contract 

185 with said Slater to acquire the title to said property, and at 
the time he signed the said paper of April 14th, 1905, this 

defendant was not in a mental condition to understand the 

nature-.” He certainly was. 

Mr. Bride: Don’t put in any comments. 

Witness: “This defendant was not in a mental condition to 
understand the nature and extent of said paper, and did not cor¬ 
rectly understand its contents;” He did. “That the said Slater 
and the said Bride intentionally misstated the contents and effect of 
said paper to this defendant-^-.” Untrue. “Who, as the said 
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Slater and the said Bride well knew, at the time of executing the 
said paper-Slater had nothing to do with that part of it. 

Mr. Edwards: Don t make any comments. 

\\ it ness : “And each of them was so much under the intluence 
of intoxicating liquor as to be incapable of protecting his interests 
in a business transaction, and because of this defendant s impaired 
mental condition, advantage was taken of him by the said Slater 

and Bride acting together,-” All wrong; he was perfectly sober 

that day. He done all the talking and did all the asking. 

Mr. Edwards: I will ask the Examiner to copy into the record 
that paragraph ot the answer commencing “Further answering said 
pai agrapli to the end and down to the beginning of paragraph 
four. 

(The part of the paragraph above mentioned is in words and 
figures as follows) : 

186 “Further answering said paragraph, this defendant says 
that at the time he entered into the contract with said Slater 

to quiet the title to said property, and at the time he signed the said 
paper of April 14th, 1905, this defendant was not in a mental con¬ 
dition to understand the nature and extent of said paper, and did 
not correctly understand its contents; that the said Slater and the 
said Bride intentionally misstated the contents and effects of said 
papers to this defendant, who, as the said Slater and the said Bride 
well knew, at the time of executing the said papers, and each of them, 
was so much under the influence of intoxicating liquor as to be in¬ 
capable of protecting his interests in a business transaction, and be¬ 
cause of this defendant’s impaired mental condition, advantage was 
taken of him by the said Slater and Bride acting together, and there 
was obtained from him, not only the unconscionable contract for 
quieting the title, but also the paper of April 14th, 1905, whereby it 
is claimed that for a price of $3,000., this defendant agreed to sell 
two entire squares of ground then worth at least $6,00o.00, and 
now worth from $8,000.00 to $10,000.00, for the grossly inadequate 
price of $3,000.00, out of which, after paying the said Slater $1,- 
200.00, part of which, as defendant avers, was to be received by 
said Bride, and tax claims amounting to about $600.00, this defend¬ 
ant would receive only about $1200.00 for said two squares; and 
this defendant says that the said alleged contract of April 14th, 1905 
is so unfair, inequitable and unjust as to shock the con- 

187 science, and that said alleged contract is of such a character 
as that its specific performance ought not to be, and will not 

be, decreed by the Court, in whose discretion the relief of specific 
performance especially lies.” 

Mr. Edwards : W e object to the comments Mr. Bride made in 
reading. 

Mr. Richardsons We insist that the comments are proper, and 
in answer to questions asked. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Who told you that paragraph charged you with being drunk? 
A. Me being drunk? 

12—2510a 
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Q. Didn’t Mr. Manogue offer to surrender those certificates long 
after he abandoned the idea of getting the property? 

Mr. Bride: I object; there is nothing in the record to show 

190 that he did abandon the idea of getting the property. 

Witness: I never gave Mr. Manogue any authority, or anybody 
else any authority, to give us those papers until he got the ground. 
Nobody had authority, Slater or anybody else. 

Q. M asn’t it distinctly understood that you were to make those 
advances to pay taxes, and to be reimbursed with twelve per cent, 
interest? A. No. 

Q. Didn’t Mr. Slater ask you to take them up for that purpose? 
A. No. 

Q. Who did you pay a bonus to for some of those certificates? 
A. I think a man by the name of Edwards, I think on 12th or 13th 
Street. Mr. Slater took me where they were. He found out where 
they were, and took me there. 

Q. Weren’t those the certificates Mr. Slater held? A. That man 
had them. Who had them before, I don’t know, but I got them 
from that man. 

Q. You got some certificates that Mr. Slater purchased, didn’t 
you? A. I got them from this man. Whether Slater had them 
before, I don’t know. 

Q. You mean to say you haven’t looked at the certificates and 
found Mr. Slater’s name on them? A. It has been so long ago, I 
don’t remember. Mr. Slater is here; he can answer that ques¬ 
tion. 

191 Q. There is only one man’s endorsement on the certificates, 
and that is Mr. Slater’s. A. I didn’t pay any attention to it. 

Q. How do you account for paying anyone else? A. I went to 
this man’s place, up on 13th or 12th Street, whichever it was. 

Q. Did you pay him by check? A. No, in money, and he 
charged me a bonus of a dollar for each one. 

Q. Didn’t you always pay by check? A. Not all the time. If I 
have the money in my pocket, T would sooner pay by money than by 
check, and get rid of it. 

Q. Mr. Bride, if Mr. Reeves never declined to carry out his agree¬ 
ment with you, why were von making other propositions to him? 
A. I didn’t make any propositions to him, except my son made that 
proposition, and Mr. Manogue made propositions to him or you. 

Q. Didn’t you authorize Mr. Manogue to do it? A. I certainly 
did at the time, to see if he could come to some settlement. 

Q. Then why, if Mr. Reeves had not declined to carry out the 
agreement, w r ould you make another proposition? 

Mr. Richardson: I object on the ground that it tends to open 
up an offer of compromise. 

Witness: I told Mr. Manogue that he could take half, and I 
would pay $1,500 for a half, and if he paid anything over $3,000, it 
came out of his pocket. Is that plain? 
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192 By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Why did you not take the whole property? A. Because he 
was a lawyer and I didn’t want to go into Court, didn’t want to get 
into trouble. 

Q. You knew you were going to have trouble? A. Well, haven’t 
I got trouble now? 

Q. I should say you have. A. Am I not in Court now? 

. Q. Yes. A. Well, then I am in trouble. 

Q. And you knew at that time you were going to have trouble? 

A. No, hut I knew the other fellow would get in trouble, and 
it would put me to a whole lot of inconvenience. 

Q. Did you think that by your original agreement with Mr. 
Reeves, that you could compel his wife to make over her rights in 
the matter? 

Mr. Bride: I object to that question on the ground that the mat¬ 
ter has already been decided hv the Court of Appeals. Tt is not a 
matter of what Mr. Bride thought at all; it is a matter of law. 

Witness: I had no idea hut what his wife would sign the papers, 
but when she didn’t, T knew I would have to pay her a bonus, and T 
am willing to do it now. That is all T can do. I have the money 
for it now. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Bride, why did you contest the taxing of my attor- 

193 ney’s fee? 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to as immaterial, incompetent and 
irrelevant. 

Witness: I don’t understand. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Why did you contest the taxing of the attorney’s fee for me 
for dismissing the hill against Mrs. Reeves? A. I don’t know any¬ 
thing about that; ask my attorney about that; he attends to all my 
business. 

Q. Is that the only answer you have? A. T don’t know anything 
about it. Ask my attorney ; he attends to everything. 

Mr. Callaghan: T have already been sworn; hut your questions 
at me. You have tried to give me a gruelling. 

Mr. Edwards: I spared you, I thought. 

Mr. Callaghan: Mr. Ridout tried to then. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. At whose instance .did you contest it? 

Mr. Richardson: The question is objected to because the witness 
has not stated that he contested it at all. but has stated that he i 

doesn’t know anything about it. 
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By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. You had your check drawn to pay it long ago? A. Didn’t I 
pay it? 

Q. (Continuing:) and you later contested it. At whose 

194 instance did you contest it? A. At Mr. Callaghan’s, I think. 

Mr. Richardson : Objected to as entirely immaterial. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Bride, you furnished Mr. Manogue with a memorandum 
of your claims advanced to Reeves, did you not? A. I think I did; 
yes sir. 

Q. Mr. Manogue brought to me memorandums aggregating 
$406.14, which he informed me were advances in some wav or 
another made by you to Reeves, exclusive of tax sales claims; what 
were those amounts for? 

Mr. Richardson : The question of counsel is objected to as it 
purports to give statements of facts not in evidence in the case. If 
counsel desires to testify, he can do so. 

Witness: I gave those amounts to Mr. Manogue so when he came 
to settle, he would have them there to settle up, and to pav him the 
balance. 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

«/ 

Q. One item in Mr. Manogue’s memorandum was $100; what was 
that for? A. T could not tell you, except the $100 paid. 

Q. And another item is $70; what was that for? A. Indeed I 
don’t know; I can’t remember those things now. 

Q. And another was $40; what was that for? A. The 

195 $40 was when I gave him $10 at John Slater’s office, and $30 
at my house, the check. 

Q. That was included in the first $100, wasn’t it? A. That was 
included in the first $100. 

Q. Isn’t it a fact that the $100 was all that you paid Mr. Reeves? 
A. In cash? 

Q. Yes.. A. Yes: that is right. 

Q. Then why did you stick in there $306.14 besides; fix up a 
claim against him for $406.14? How do you explain such a thing 
as that? A. Let me see that paper. 

Q. I will call you the amounts. A. That is Mr. Manogue’s hand 
writing; I don’t know what it is about. I gave him the amounts I 
paid for the taxes and the amount he got from me, so he could make 
a settlement and could take it out of the $3,000; that is all I gave 
it to him for. 

Q. Now Mr. Bride, what was the $122.25; what did you ever pay 
such an amount for? A. I think that was probably for taxes, for 
certificates that I bought. 

Q. This statement, I say, is exclusive of taxes. A. I don’t know 
anything about it; that is his statement. 

Q. And what was the item of $13.39 for? A. That may be for 
taxes, for I never gave him $13 except in paying taxes. 
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196 Q. And what was the $60.10 for? A. I don’t know, 
unless for taxes, I could not tell you. If that was my writ¬ 
ing I could tell you. 

Q, Mr. Bride, I wrote you a letter requesting you to furnish these 
vouchers making up that claim and you never replied to it. A. Why, 
of course not, because I never intented to settle unless I got the 
ground. I never would have settled unless I got the ground; I kept 
the money in bank for that purpose. 

Q. You admit then that you have no such claim as $406.14 
against Mr. Beeves; all you paid him was $100? A. I never said 
that. 

Q. What did you pay, if anything, over $100? A. Mr. Manogue 
can explain about that; T gave him the items. 

Q. Did Mr. Manogue return that statement to you; that memo¬ 
randum? A. No. 

Q. That is about what you did give Mr. Manogue, isn’t it, settle 
for? A. I gave him that there so when he made a settlement he 
would know exactlv what T paid and take that out of the $3,000 to 
be paid. T turned the whole thing over to him. 

Q. Can you make any further explanation of the items making 
up the $406.14? A. The taxes. Haven’t you got the tax bills? 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel suggests that the tax bills have 

197 been offered in evidence and speak for themselves, and this 
witness ought not to be called upon from indefinite recollec¬ 
tion to state the amount of the taxes and penalties thereon. 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Now Mr. Manogue testified that his calculation of taxes 
amounted to $93.20 taxes with interest, $93.20. Now in the light 
of that, can you make any further explanation to show what that 
$406 claim was for? A. Except the $100 and taxes, and they will 
show for themselves, and the interest on the money paid for taxes. 
I had to pay $4 to a man named Edwards, if I am not mistaken. 

Q. Do you think it was me? A. No, I think he was on 12th or 
13th Street. 

Mr. Bidoiit: He means Benjamin F. Edwards. 

Witness: Right near the Builders’ Exchange. 

COTTER T. BRIDE. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of October 1911. 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

Thereupon at 4:30 o’clock p. m. adjourned to meet at the same 
place on Thursday, December 7th, 1911, at 3:30 o’clock p. m. 
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Washington, D. C., December 7, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment at the hour of 3:30 o’clock 

198 p. m. at the law offices of A\ illiam W. Bride, Esq., the Cen¬ 
tury Building, for the taking of testimony in the above enti¬ 
tled cause, for and on behalf of the plaintiff. 

Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, D. O’C. Callaghan, and W. W. 
Bride, for and on behalf of the plaintiff; no appearance for the de¬ 
fendants; the Examiner and witnesses. 

Mr. Richardson: The Attorneys for the defendants requested 
that we produce at this session Messrs. Slater and Manogue for fur¬ 
ther cross-examination. Messrs. Slater and Manogue are present in 
pursuance of that request and we now present them for further cross- 
examination. Counsel for the defendants not being present we an¬ 
nounce the close of the plaintiff’s case in chief. 

Examiner in Chancery. 

* * * * * * * 

Washington, D. C., January 31, 1912. 

Messrs. W. Walton Edwards and Jno. Ridout, Attorneys for the De¬ 
fendants: 

At the request of the attorneys for the plaintiff in the above enti¬ 
tled cause I am directed to give you notice that Messrs. William H. 
Manogue and John G. Slater, witnesses for the plaintiff, will_ten¬ 

dered for such further and final cross-examination as vou 

199 may desire, on Saturday, February 3, 1912, at 10:00 o’clock 
a m. at the law offices of William W. Bride, Esq, the Cen¬ 
tury Building, said plaintiff s counsel, however, reserving all rights, 
and not admitting that said examination should not have been com¬ 
pleted before plaintiff closed his testimony, said witness having 
been heretofore and within plaintiff’s time, presented for cross-ex¬ 
amination. 

RALPH D. QUINTER, 

, Examiner in Chancery. 



Washington, D. C., February 3, 1912. 

Md pursuant to notice at the hour of ten o’clock, a. m., at the law 
offices of William W. Bride, Esq., The Century Building, for the 

taking of testimony in the above entitled cause, for and on behalf 
of the plaintiff. 

Present: Messrs. M. N. Richardson, C. O’C. Callaghan, and W W 
Bride for and on behalf of the plaintiff; Messrs. W. Walton Edwards 

and John Ridout for and on behalf of the defendants; the Examiner 
and witnesses. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel for plaintiff desires to sav that hereto- 
fore and pending the taking of their own evidence, the witnesses, 
Mr. Manogue and Mr. Slater, were tendered to defendants’ counsel 
tor further cross-examination, which was not availed of and that 
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thereafter counsel for plaintiff closed their evidence, but sub- 

200 sequently agreed with the other side that they would produce 
these witnesses for cross-examination pending the taking of 

testimony by the defendants, without waiving any rights that might 
accrue from the fact that they had absolutely closed their evidence in 
chief, and thereafter, at the last session, on behalf of the defendants, 
Mr. Manogue was tendered as a witness at the time when the defend- 
. ant Reeves had given notice for the taking of testimony, Mr. Slater 
not being present, counsel understood, because of illness, and also 
because of the fact that he had been absent from the city and had 
just returned within a short while. In view, however, of the affi¬ 
davit and on motion filed in Court by defendants* counsel, but with¬ 
out waiving any rights as herein and hereinbefore expressed, plain¬ 
tiff's counsel have again given notice and here now produce Mr. 
Manogue and Mr. Slater for further cross-examination, not waiving 
any rights which may have accrued from the fact that they hereto¬ 
fore closed their case in chief, but simply localise of the motion and 
affidavit filed in Court by defendants’ counsel. 

Mr. Edwards: Counsel for defendant Reeves states that he regrets 
that he was unable to attend the last session called bv the plaintiff’s 
counsel in which they closed their examination in chief; that he 
telephoned to this office prior to the meeting of his inability to be 
here and hoped that the courtesy would be extended to him either to 
postpone the hearing or to give him another opportunity to cross- 
examine the witnesses, which seemed to have been denied; that at 
the session previous to that this counsel was ready then to 

201 go on and cross-examine the witnesses Slater and Manogue, 
but that for the convenience of other counsel that session 

was adjourned. 

Mr. Richardson: Counsel for plaintiff merely desires to say in 
reply to the statements of counsel that notwithstanding the affidavit 
filed in this cause that Mr. Manogue was present at the last session 
and was offered and tendered as a witness at the last session which 
defendant himself undertook to take, and counsel for plaintiff are 
unable to understand why he ever made the affidavit in view of the 
fact that Mr. Manogue was present at the session and was presented 
for examination. 

Mr. Edwards: In view of that statement I want to have Mr. W. 
W. Bride sworn, and let him make his statement, if he did not 
object to mv going on with the testimony with the examiner that I 
had selected. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel for plaintiff object to any such pro¬ 
ceeding aftd state that this session is called for the purpose of further 
cross-examination of Mr. Monague and Mr. Slater and for no other 
purpose, their examination in chief, having been closed. 

Mr. Edwards: I am anxious that Mr. W. W. Bride should make 
his statement as to whether or not he objected to my taking the 
testimony with the examiner that I had arranged for. 

Mr. Richardson: State it and give the reason (to Mr. 
Bride). 
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202 at The ^', UE: Mr Br , ide , couusel £» the plaintiff, states that 

testimony *5 5E Ifate'r th^itlst 

EdwaCd Mr S u r dered l ° U,e WdlS hl the absence of M r 

Mr p^ VARD r : Let l llie understand that before you proceed. 

r : 1 ^ ^ lat at ^ le session previous to the last one vou 

Cc ed Mr Manogue and Mr. Slater were tendered to the walls in the 
ab^nce of both of counsel for the defendants, after having waited 
teao mmuto.te them. Mr. Edwards had telephoned previouslv 
about fifteen minutes before the session was called that he found h 
impossible to be present and asked that we delay kn hour for Wm 

£ pu s *> ~r *r pr ~ m •• -«S g 

, “ tne sess J on - " hli reference to the second meeting Mr Manmme 

n ! ; r ^ ent and - was * en( h'red for examination. Mr Edwards h id 
called the meeting on his own authority and had no comnetent 
examiner present to take the testimony competent 

Mr. Richardson-: State why. 

Mr. Bride: He had no competent examiner present the onlv 
examiner present being Mr. William H. Shipley, who is’one of the 

ft eittf ° Ca *’ mid under the circumstances, we did not think 
m ° ny ’ Stands that there ‘ here pSiff under- 

* svzs? is”■ b-sx jraytjK 

occasioned entirely by counsel for the defendants 8 

for cto^SL for plaintiff now tender Mr/ Manogue 

Mr. Edwards : I am glad we are through with it. 

WlLLIAM H * . Manogu e was recalled to the witness 
tand for further cross-examination, and testified as follows. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q 1 V A ? r - Mano S ue > at a previous session in this cause vou said von 

mewhich "VZZTZ tZ and tr >' •» t^h tAZ 
ment which Mr. Bride had furnished you embodyinir his claim fZ 

SES? ^ Keeyes; have you found that statement? 8 A No sir- I 
looked for it, but could not find it. “*» 1 

Q. Mlint do you think became of it? A. Well he never fur 
nished me any statement. All I had was a memorandum on which 
I had put down figures that he had given me. h ch 

Q. He had verbally given you the figures, and you had out them 

& T 4£W: sfiftcfa s£- * sss 

2» 4 4*5EffiMSSMTS- 

A No I,^ 011 never f' lrill 'lied me that, did' vou? 

A. No ’ 1 ^ d " 10 ^ Urn ’ Sh hem to y0U 1)6081136 1 didn,t hav e any^par- 
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ticular interest. I had no interest in the world in the matter after 
I left your office when the proposition to settle this matter at $3,500, 
or whatever it was, was declared off. I had no further interest in 
the matter. 

Q. You kept up correspondence with me as Mr. Bride’s repre¬ 
sentative after that? A. After some time. After that there w r as an 
effort to or I understood an effort- 

Mr. Edwards: I object to what you understood. 

Mr. Richardson : I will ask the witness to state what he under¬ 
stood. 

M itness : I understood that there was an effort to compromise 
this matter and the subsequent correspondence that was had between 
you and me was in that direction, and of course was in connection 
with the compromise. That was the only reason I had in doing any 
of the ocrrespondence in this matter at all. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Now answer the question, Mr. Manogue, if you can, why you 
did not furnish me itemized vouchers showing for what Mr. Bride 
made advances to Reeves for? A. Because I didn’t have them, I 
suppose. 

Q. Because you could not? A. Because I could not, beyond what 
I had given you originally. 

205 Q. You had frequent interviews with Mr. Bride from time 
to time during our correspondence? A. I want to answer 
that emphatically, Mr. Edwards. After the meeting, the first meet¬ 
ing in which my offer to purchase this property was rejected by you. 
I didn’t refer again to this matter with Mr. Bride or anybody else; 
I dismissed it absolutely from my mind until the question of a com¬ 
promise came up. 

Q. That is right. When you wrote me this letter, Mr. Manogue. 
(handing witness paper) offering to settle Mr. Bride’s claim for 
$500, you were acting then within your authority as Mr. Bride’s rep¬ 
resentative? 

Mr. Richardson: We object to the question as immaterial, irrele¬ 
vant and incompetent, and further on the ground that it is an effort 
to show an attempt to compromise. 

Witness: From reading that letter, I should say that that letter 
was written after the offer of compromise had been taken up. 

Mr. Edwards: The letter in question has already been marked 
for identification “Manogue No. 9.” 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

%/ 

Q. Mr. Manogue, at a previous session, Mr. Bride stated that he 
had given to you the letter which I wrote him bearing date July 26, 
1907, enclosing him a check for his advances to Reeves. Have you 
that letter? 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel for plaintiff object to the statement of 
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the contents of a letter; the letter itself is the best proof of 

206 its contents. 

Mr. Edwards : Counsel for defendants states that at a pre¬ 
vious session he called on counsel for plaintiff for that letter. 

By Mr. Edwards : 

Q. Now you can answer the question, Mr. Manogue. A. My im¬ 
pression is that that letter is among my papers. 

Q, I will ask you to produce it, Mr. Manogue, if you can find it. 
A. I will. 

Q. In the absence of which I will- A. What is the letter? 

Q. The letter of July 26, 1907, enclosing a check to Mr. Bride. 
From your recollection, Mr. Manogue, and from your interviews 
with Mr. Bride, do you know what any of those items making up 
that $406.14 were for? A. What $408.14; have you a statement 
there? 

Q. The advances alleged to have been made by Mr. Bride to Mr. 
Beeves of which T asked you many questions and have written letters 
about. You have seen that l)efore (handing witness paper). A. As 
to the first part of this paper, which seems to be identified as 
“Manogue No. 6,” I should say that I have before stated that the 
first part of the statement is a computation of the tax sales 

207 and possibly tax receipts with interest thereon that were paid 
by Mr. Bride on these properties. As to so much of the paper 

following, namely, cash $100. cash $70, cash $40, making $210, I* 
should say that those were amounts that were given to me by Mr. 
Bride as having been paid Mr. Reeves or his attorney, Mr. Hallam, 
in this case. As to the remaining part of this statement, namely 
$122.05, $13.39, and $60.10 I can only say that they must have 
been made up from bonuses added to the first part of the statement 
and possibly some costs paid. 

Mr. Richardson: By whom to whom? 

Witness: By Mr. Bride to either Mr. Reeves or Mr. Hallam. My 
recollection is that Mr. Bride said that he paid some of these amounts 
to Mr. Hallam as attorney for Mr. Reeves. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Then the amounts adding up $406.10, the figures on that 
yellow paper marked “Manogue No. 5,” aggregate about the $500 
which you demanded as compromise settlement? A. Those 
amounts aggregate about $500, just what they state. 

Q. With those figures, you thought you were presenting a very 
fair claim for a compromise settlement? 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to as immaterial, irrelevant and in¬ 
competent as divulging the opinion of the witness in respect of a 
confidential matter and in respect of an attempted compromise. 

Mr. Edwards: Counsel for defendants does not think it 

208 in any way confidential. 

Mr. Richardson : A compromise is always considered con¬ 
fidential and excluded under legal grounds. 
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By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Do you wish to answer my question, Mr. Manogue? A. I 
wish to state that I think, Mr. Edwards, that I have a right to re- 
nise to answer your question on the ground that I was acting for Mr. 

Bride in a confidential capacity. My own desire is to answer the 
question. 

Mr*. Richardson: Me relieve the witness from any embarrass¬ 
ment in respect to answering the question. 

By Mr. Edwards. 

Q. Now do you wish to answer? A. That amount merely figured 

a PP earecl to have been given me, and that is why I put the 
$o00 in that statement, 

Q. Mell now% Mr. Manogue, Mr. Bride has testified that he never 
advanced Mr. Reeves hut $100. Now, in view of that, can you 
account for the difference in any other w r ay than a large sum for 
bonuses, practically a holdup? A. T can account for it because I 
had a distinct recollection of him telling me one of those items in 
there that he gave Mr. Hallatn, and my recollection is that he told 
me one of those items with an odd amount, was for the examiner 
taking testimony. But T remember distinctly him telling me that 
one of those checks he gave Mr. Hallam. 

Mr. Edwards: I call on counsel for plaintiff to produce 
209 the vouchers for those items. 

Mr. Richardson : We will produce them if we have them. 


Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. Just one question ; you may state whether or not following 
your last cross-examination, counsel for defendants approached you 
with respect to your evidence? A. Well, I wouldn’t like to sav that 
he approached me with reference to my evidence. He came to me 
to see if I had certain papers, and in that conversation I was asked 
the question if Mr. Callaghan had not spoken to me in reference to 
the certificates as weH as Mr. Slater and Mr. White, and I stated 
t ? at / not think that Mr. Callaghan had ever spoken to me 
about them. I don t want to be understood that Mr. Edwards called 
expressly to see me with reference to the testimonv that I had given 
or to see me about the case, hut he came to see about some papers and 

asked 1 conversatlon omirre d and the question was 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this — day of_, 1912 

Examiner in Chancery. 

210 Mr. Richardson: We now tender Mr. Slater for cross- 
examination. 


COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 101 

W hereupon John G. Slater was recalled to the stand for further 
cross-examination, and testified as follows. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater- A. Yes sir. 

Q. You have received several letters from me in the last few years 
relative to Mr. Reeves’ business affairs? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Have you all those letters here? A. I have not. 

Q. You have none of them? A. No sir. 

Q. M hat did you do with them? A. Why destroyed them; they 
were no good to me. 

Q. Do you remember receiving a letter from me dated December 
4, 1909? A. No, I can’t remember the dates of them. 

Q. In which T replied to your conversation relative to your offer to 
purchase Mr. Reeves’ property; do you remember such a letter? 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to as l>eing res inter alios acta, and 
not binding on plaintiff. 

211 Mr. Ridout: I object to the improper use of Latin back 
there. 

Witness: I know I got letters from you, Mr. Edwards, but I 
don’t remember the contents. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q, You never wrote me a letter in your life, did you, Mr. Slater? 
A. I don’t think I ever did; I don’t remember. 

Q, You remember having made an offer or several offers to pur¬ 
chase Mr. Reeves’ property? 

Mr. Richardson : Objected to as immaterial, incompetent and 
for the reason heretofore given. 

Witness: I do. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. You offered at one time as much as $500? 

Mr. Richardson : Objected to as immaterial, irrelevant and in¬ 
competent. 

Bv Mr. Edwards. 

«/ 

Q. Did you consider it worth that? A. Well, I thought that was 
all it was worth; that was all I would offer. 

Q. If you had purchased that property, Mr. Slater, what arrange¬ 
ment had you with Mr. Bride? A. You were to give me a clear title. 

I had no arrangement with Mr. Bride at all. If you could not settle 
with Mr. Bride, I would not have bought from you. I had no ar¬ 
rangement with Mr. Bride. 

212 Q. Did you know at that time w'hat Mr. Bride was demand¬ 
ing? A. I did not; I had no arrangement with Mr. Bride, 

I offered you that for a clear and clean title; if you could give me a 
clear and clean title, I w r ould give you that money. 
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Q. Was it because you didn’t carj what Mr. Bride’s arrangement 
was, or because you thought he wouldn’t tell you? 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to; the motive- of the witness are 
immaterial. 

Witness: I thought that you gentlemen could get together and 
give me a clear title. There was no use of my running to everybody 
about it, that is all, I came to you as counsel for Mr. Reeves. I had 
that offer from a man who was able to pay it. 

By Mr. Edwards: * 

Q. Who was that man that made that offer? A. Mr. W. J. 
Kehoe. 

Q. What relation is Air. Kehoe to you? A. Mr. Kehoe is a son- 
in-law of mine. 

Q. Mr. Kehoe is a party to this suit, isn’t he? A. No, Mr. Kehoe 
has nothing to do with this suit. 

Q. Don’t you know that he is a defendant to this suit? A. Not 
to this suit. 

Mr. Richardson: The question is objected to unless he he 

213 shown a copy of the bill in the case and it is shown that he 
has knowledge in respect to the proceedings here. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater, you tried to clear the title to this property, didn’t 
you? A. I tried to clear it, to get it clear. 

Q. Did you succeed? A. Yes sir; I thought so. 

Q. You don’t know anything to the contrary, whether or not you 
succeeded? A. I don’t know anything to the contrary. 

Q. Mr. Slater, you had an agreement with Mr. Reeves to clear 
the title to this property, did you not? A. I did. 

Q. That agreement specified to pay you $1200? A. That is ex¬ 
actly what it did, sir. 

Q. Didn t you know at that time-that there was practicallv $12v 
taxes against the property? A. I didn’t look that up, sir. 

Q. You were an expert in these matters? A. I didn’t look 
that up. 

Mr. Richardson : It is objected to as incompetent, irrelevant and 
immaterial. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. What expen.se were you put to in that suit. Mr. Slater? 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to for the same reasons? 

214 Witness: I don’t just remember. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Did you pay the costs to the clerk? A. Cost of which 4 ? 

Q. Costs of the clerk for filing suit? A. Yes sir; I got that monev 
put up. 

Q. And you got it back, did you not? 
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Mr. Richardson : This entile line of examination is objected 
to for the same reasons as before stated. 

Witness: I don't remember. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Did you pay the examiner? A. I did not. 

Q. ^ ou did agree to pay him, didn’t you? A. The examiner was 
paid, but 1 don t know just exactly how it was paid; 1 know he got 
his money. & 

Q. And you got part of that, did you not? A. 1 don’t remember 
about that, sir. 

Q. Can’t you remember whether or not you got some of that 
examiner money for that case? A. I do not. 

i P' ,P? n t you , re , mem , ber bringing suit against him? A. Yes, bul 
1 don t know whether that was in that ease, or whether it was in the 
JVorris case; I won’t be certain about that. 

Q. Don’t you know you didn’t get it in the Norris case, because 
you threw up that case? 

215 . Mr. Richardson: This entire line of examination is ob¬ 
jected to as being immaterial, irrelevant and incompetent. 

Witness: I don’t remember, sir. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Did you pay the attorney in that case? A. I did not. 

the Ree 1 ^ H ca“?° N: WWch *“* d ° you meall > the Nom s case or 
Mr. Edwards: The Reeves case. 

Witness : \\ ait a minute. He was paid out of the money that 
was to be given the other attorney. y at 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Who was the attorney? A. Mr. Hallam 
torney'? h ° T ^ “° ther attorney? ” A. Who was the other at- 

Q- nft iV , W b° do you mean by “other attorney?” 

Q. W ho fijed the suit? A. I think the suit was filed by Mr. 

I oulter, I paid Mr. Poulter also some money 

Q. How much did you pay him? A. I don’t remember. 

^ Cerbdnl/1' did'" m ° ney for llls serv ices in that suit? A. 

216 Q. How did you pay it, Mr. Slater? A. Cash 

„ . Do you know how much? A. No; I don’t remember 

^ llV 1 ] , a ^ what time? A. I don’t remember. 

£ nsriTAS? rr w ^ ,h " 
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Q. Mr. Slater, you have been in the business for some time of 
quieting titles, haven’t you? A. Yes sir; 1 have tried to. 

Q. When you make an agreement to quiet a title, you mean you 
will guarantee it, and will make a complete job of it? A. Yes sir; 
1 think 1 did complete it^ 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel again object for the reasons stated, and 
on the further ground that we are not objecting to the title in this 
case. We are asking to take the title as it is. We are satisfied with 
what Mr. Slater lias done in respect to perfecting the title. We are 
satisfied with the title and there is no question about the title. 

217 By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater, is this a copy ol one of your advertisements while 
you were in business in the Gunton Building? (handing witness 
paper). A. Yes sir. 6 

Mr. Edwards: 1 oiler in evidence and ask that the examiner copy 
it into the record. 

(The above mentioned paper is filed herewith and marked “De¬ 
fendants Exhibit No. 1 and is in words and figures as follows: 

Clipped from the Washington “Times” of September 24, 1898. 

“Washington Law and Claims Company, 

John G. Slater, President. 


Oflices. Nos. 5 and (5, Gunton Building, 4/2 Louisiana Avenue, 
northwest. This Company— 

W ill perfect real estate titles; advance money on same while in 
suspense; buy same before or after title is perfected; will purchase 
for cash, undivided interests in real estate and equities of all kinds; 
"ill trade real estate for stocks, will pay, by special arrangement, 
your taxes at a large discount ; will go on your bond in both criminal 
and civil cases. 

Special. 


“Damage cases brought on contingent fee. W r e will emplov at¬ 
torneys W e will advance money to you to tide over the time of 
your sickness. Our physician'will attend vou and look to us for hi* 
pay. i our case thoroughly investigated. You need no monev 
Consult us. Divorces obtained at reasonable rates. Quick work 
Thirty to ninety days. ^ 

Bankruptcy proceedings a specialty.” 


Mr. 

218 


Richardson: Objected to as immaterial, incompetent and 
irrelevant and having nothing to do with the plain- 
tin s case. ^ 


By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. ^ ou have continued that business, 
the Gunton Building? A. Yes sir. 


Mr. Slater, since you left 
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S' y ° U 6Ver have an office iu tlie yietro P oli tan bank Building? 
A. 1 did. 

Q. \\ hat room ? A. 1 think it was room eleven. 

Q. Four eleven? A. Yes sir. 

Q. I ask you if this is one of your advertisements (handing wit¬ 
ness clipping) ? & 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to as immaterial, irrelevant and in¬ 
competent, and as not affecting the plaintiff’s right, and as being res 
inter alios acta. 6 

W it ness : That is one of the advertisements that came from mv 
room; yes sir. 

in "the record™ 8: " C ° tter that in evi<lence > and ask ‘hat Lie copied 

?^ v , e .. n ‘ e “ don , ed P a P e . r » filed herewith and marked “De¬ 
fendants Exhibit So. 2, ana is in words and iigures as follows: 

“Titles Examined. ~ ’ 

District of Columbia Law and claims Company buys undivided 
interests in realty, lends money on same, undertakes to cure any 
defects in the title thereto, and does a general law practice. Metro- 
poll tan Bank Building, Room 411.” 

219 Mr. Richardson : Objected to as being incompetent, im- 
material and irrelevant, and not binding on us, but being 

Mr. Slater’s own private affair. * 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater, what interest have you in this suit? A. None at 
all, sir. 

Q. You have attended every session, have you not? A. Yes sir. 

0. i ou were not summoned to appear to come here? A I was 
asked to come. ' * 

Q. You came voluntarily? A. I came to-day. I wasn’t sum- 
moned; you asked me to come and 1 came. 

Q. Well, I had a right to ask for it. 

Mr. Richardson: If you had the right and asked him to come 
and he came, you cannot question his coming. 

Mr. Edwards: I apologize for not being here last time. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater, have you been buying some propertv in the neigh¬ 
borhood of this property? A. I have. 

Q. What have you paid for property in that immediate locality? 
A. Se\ en cents foi some, and 1 bought some for about three cents. 
Q. Where was that three cent property? A. In Square 
667. 

220 Q. What w r as the kind of title that you got? A. I got 
a perfect title from Mr. Allen C. Clark, lot 15, square 667, 

record title. 

14—2510a 
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Mr. Richardson : At three cents a foot? 

Witness: About three cents. 1 just got a deed for it yesterday. 

Mr. Richardson: A recent purchase? 

Witness: Yes sir. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater, in case the Arsenal Grounds are extended, they 
will first take Mr. Reeves’ property, won’t they? A. I don’t know 
anything about what they are gomg to take; they haven’t taken 
it yet. 

Q. Mr. Reeves’ property adjoins the Arsenal Grounds, only sepa¬ 
rated by the canal? A. Yes sir. 

Mr. Richardson : Counsel object to this line of examination as ob¬ 
viously improper, immaterial and incompetent. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. How far is square 667 from square 604? A. 1 think it is 
about three squares below that, three or four. 

Mr. Richardson: Nearer to the Arsenal? 

Witness: No, Mr. Reeves’ is nearer the Arsenal, but this is right 
on First Street and nearer to the War College by a great deal than 
Mr. Reeves’ is. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

*221 Q. And what is the property you paid seven cents for? A. 

In square 667, the Howison square. 

Q. I he same square? A. The same square. 

Q. And some you bought for three cents and some you bought 
for seven cents? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Have you bought property any nearer Mr. Reeves' property 
than that? A. I didn t buy it, but there was some sold at public 
auction and it brought six and a quarter cents. It was closer to N 
•Street than Mr. Reeves.’ 

Mr. Richardson: What did you pay for that? 

Witness: I didn’t buy that; that was bought by Mr. Nash for 
six and a quarter cents, but 1 am offered some now right near N 
Street by the Richards’ estate at seven cents, right at South Capitol 
Street. 

Mr. Richardson: How does that property compare with the 
Reeves’ property? 

Witness: It is a good deal better. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Who bought the ground across the street from Mr. Reeves’ 
property, the Ketcham property? A. 1 bought that, 

Q. How much did you pay for that*? A. I bought that as a whole. 

Taking the street out and subdivision, it would make it 
222 about 140,000 feet. I paid $10000 for that as a lump. 

Q. Do you know how much a foot you paid for that? A. 

Yes. 

Mr. Richardson: How much is that a foot? 
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Witness: About eight cents, seven or eight cents, I think gentle¬ 
men. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Does that show a correct plat of that locality (showing witness 
paper) ? A. I reckon that is pretty near right; it looks it to me. 

Mr. Edwards: I ask that it be marked for identification. 

(The above mentioned paper was marked for identification “John 
G. Slater No. 1.”) 

Witness: Yes, I think that is pretty near it. 

Mr. Richardson : Which property is nearer the creek, the prop¬ 
erty you spoke of across the street from Mr. Reeves’, or Mr. Reeves’ 
property; which is closer to the canal? 

Witness: Mr. Reeves’ is, but this property is a good deal better 
than Mr. Reeves’, because it has a good house on it, and a barn, 
and is all enclosed, and it is rented for a good sum. 

Mr. Richardson: How about street improvements with respect 

Witness : Well, the street improvements would be the same as Mr. 
Reeves’. Mr. Reeves’ is one one side and I am on the other. 

223 But this has a dwelling house on it, a barn suitable for 
renting purposes. 

Mr. Richardson : The Reeves’ property is vacant? 
Witness: Yes sir. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. When did you get acquainted with Mr. Reeves, Mr. Slater? 
A. When did I get acquainted with Mr. Reeves? 

Q. Yes. A. I think it was about seven years ago, wasn’t it Mr. 
Reeves? 

Q. Since that time you have been friendly and intimate with him? 
A. I am to-day, sir. 

Q. He still comes to your office? A. Yes sir. 

Q. And your intimacies have never ceased? A. No sir. 

Q. He relies on what you say to some extent, doesn’t he, and takes 
your advice? A. I don’t know as he takes my advice. No, he never 
asked me for any advice that T know of. 

Q. Mr. Slater, your intimacy with Mr. Bride has continued for 
some time, hadn’t it? A. Yes sir; I have known Mr. Bride about 
forty years and I have been friendly with him and I have been 
friendly with Mr. Reeves; there have been no disputes be- 

224 tween us. 

Q. Didn’t you persuade Mr. Bride to bring this suit? A. 
I did not. 

Q. Isn’t there some understanding between you that you should 
pay the costs? A. No sir; what business have I to pay the costs for 
Mr. Bride? He has money of his own. I haven’t the monev Mr. 
Bride has. 

Q. How did you know beforehand that Mr. Bride was going to 
file suit? A. What do you mean? 




108 COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 

Q. Before he filed suit, how did you know about it? A. He told 
me about it. 

Q. Did he consult with you about it? A. No sir; he said he 
couldn’t get Mr. Reeves to come to time and was going to enter suit. 
He couldn't get you either; you wouldn't do anything. 

Q. You knew I was demanding of Mr. Bride an itemized state¬ 
ment of his claim, didn't you? A. No sir; I didn’t have any talk 
with him or you so far as fixing it up between you and Mr. Bride 
was concerned. 

Q. Didn’t Mr. Bride tell you that? A. No. 

Q. He only told you that he was going to file the suit? A. That 
is all. 

Mr. Edwards: That is all. 


225 Subscribed and sworn to before me this — day of-, 1912. 


Examiner in Chancery. 

Mr. Richardson : We have no further testimonv to take. 

** 

Thereupon, at 11:15 o’clock, a. m., adjourned. 


226 “Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 4.” 

W. Walton Edwards, Attorney and Counsellor at Law, Rooms 9, 10 
and 11 Equity Building, 317-319 4M> St. N. W., Washington! 
D. C. 

Telephone Main 3523. 

August 3, 1909. 

Mr. W. H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: Sometime ago we had some interviews about the claim 
of C. T. Bride against J. C. Reeves. As I recollect it Mr. Bride’s 
claim is about $500, but Mr. Reeves disputes it and says that he did 
not get more than about $240 from Mr. Bride. If you will furnish 
me an itemized statement showing what amounts and the vouchers 
therefor, Mr. Bride paid out to Reeves, I will, I believe, adjust same 
to your satisfaction. T am negotiating for the sale of this property 
and can make sale regardless of Mr. Bride’s claim. Beg to advise 
you that Mr. Bride has in my opinion no lien against the property, 
but only a contract to buy, and which he may or may not be able to 
enforce by suit in Equity. I nless his proceeding is begun by April 
next, Mr. Reeves can plead the Statute of Limitations to his suit and 
then will be in a position to proceed against Mr. Bride bv suit to 
clear title, if the property is not sold in the meantime. 

Shall be glad to hear from you. 

Yours verv trulv. 

J. L. (E.) 


W. WALTON EDWARDS. 
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227 “Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 5.” 

\\ . alton Edwards, Attorney and Counsellor at Law, Rooms 9, 10, 

and 11 Equity Building, 317-319 4 Vs St. N. W„ Washington, 
D. C. 

Telephone Main 3523. 


October 29, 1909. 

Mr. W. H. Monague, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: If you represent Mr. C. T. Bride, please furnish me 
statement in writing at once what Mr. Bride furnished Reeves and 
let me know if he will accept that amount in cash with interest for 
his claim against Reeves. If this matter can be adjusted on this 
basis, I can close the matter up at once. 

Let me hear from you within two or three days. 

Yours very truly, 

J. L. (E.) 

W. WALTON EDWARDS. 


228 


“Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 6. 




W. Walton Edwards, Attorney and Counsellor at Law. Rooms 9, 10, 
Equity Building, 317-319 4% St. N. W., Washington, 

Telephone Main 2523. 


D. C. 


February 16, 1910. 

Mr. William H. Manogue, Stewart Building, City. 

Dear Sir^ In the matter of certain sales against Lots in Square 
604 and 605 which are held by C. T. Bride, and which were at 
one time in your possession, I would like to know if you have those 
certificates now, and, if so, I would like to take them up on the 
terms agreed upon which was 12 per cent. Would like to know if 
you also have tax sale certificate, sale of April 18, 1897, Lot 4, 
Square 604, assessed to Augustus Burgdorf, et al., and sold to 
Thomas W. Smith. On inquiry of Mr. Smith, he informs me that 
he has not the certificate and does not know to whom he trans¬ 
ferred it, supposing it had been transferred to the owner. If you 
can locate that certificate I will take it up also. It is desired to stop 
the interest on these certifificates and if they cannot be taken up 
promptly, I shall have to proceed to have the whole hunch cancelled. 
Please let me hear from you as soon as possible. 

Yours very truly, 

J. L./E. 


W. WALTON EDWARDS. 




110 


COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


229 Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 7. 

November 15, 1909. 

My Dear Edwards: Keply to your note of the 29th ulto. I beg to 
say that I fear I will not be able to help you in this matter. I cnn 
not get anything definite from Mr. Bride and it seems impossible for 
me to have him say what he wants excepts that he intends to stand 
on his agreement. As to the value of this agreement in view of 
subsequent developements I can’t say. 

I have tried to help out this situation but seem to be unable to 
do anything. 

Respectfully, 


230 “Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 8.” 


Washington, D. C., Jan. 19, 1906. No 242. 
The National Capital Bank of Washington. 


Pay to the order of James C. Reeves $30.00/100 Thirty 00/100 
Dollars. 


C. T. BRIDE. 


[Stamped across face:] Paid Jan. 19, 1906, Nat. Cap. Bank, Wash¬ 
ington, D. C. N. C. B. 

(Endorsed:) James C. Reeves. 


231 Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 9. 

Office of the Collector of Taxes of the District of Columbia. 

1308. 

Washington, April 20 th, 1910. 

This is to certify that the undersigned, Collector of Taxes, of the 
District of Columbia, acting under and pursuant to the direction of 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and in accordance 
with the provisions of an Act of Congress, entitled “An Act in re¬ 
lation to taxes and tax sales in the District of Columbia,” approved 
February 28, 1898, heretofore, to wit, on the 13th day of April. 
1900,. at the office of said Collector of Taxes for the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, and after due notice as, required by said Act sold the fol¬ 
lowing described propery situated in the City of Washington, Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, to wit. Lot 4 in square numbered 605 assessed 
in the name of James A. Kennedy to C. H. Wiltsie, who was the 
highest bidder therefor, for the sum of Seven 75/100 Dollars 
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($7.75), being the amount of taxes levied against the property afore- 
said, and in arrears on the first day of July, 1899, with penalties, 
interest, and costs as follows: 

Taxes due for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1899. $5.75 

Penalties thereon . * 3 q 

Special assessments for improvements, as follows: 

232 . 

Interest from. 


Interest from 


Interest from. 

- instalments for water-main tax. 

Interest from. 

- instalments for water-main tax. 

Interest from. 

Advertisement . 1 20 


Total 


$7.75 


Subject, nevertheless, to redemption by the owner or owners 
thereof within two years from the last day of sale made pursuant to 
the advertisement aforesaid, and subject, further, to the provisions 
and limitations prescribed by the Act of Congress aforesaid, that 
no deed shall be issued hereon or pursuant to the purchase herein 
mentioned until all taxes and assessments appearing upon the tax 
books against the property aforesaid are paid with penalties, interests, 
and costs, including taxes for the years for which the District of Co¬ 
lumbia purchased said property at tax sales. 

And this is to further certify that the amount, aforesaid, bid by 
the purchaser aforesaid, has been paid to the undersigned. Col¬ 
lector of Taxes, on the date hereof, being within five days after 
the last day of the sale of property for delinquent taxes 
233 made pursuant to the provisions of the Act of Congress 
aforesaid and the advertisement herein mentioned. 

Witness my hand and seal of the District of Columbia this 20th 
day of April, 1900. 

[seal.] E. G. DAVIS, 

Collector of Taxes, District of Columbia. 

Witness : 


S. C. DICKINSON. 


(Endorsed:) Washington City. Certificate of Sale for Taxes, bv 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. April 20th, 1900. 
Lot 4, Square No. 605. Assessed in the Name of James A. Ken¬ 
nedy. Sold to C. H. Wiltsie. 
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Amount sold for. 7.75 

Surplus. 

Amount paid at sale. 7.75 

Fee for recording.10 


Total.$7.85 


For value received I hereby transfer all my right, title, and in¬ 
terest in the within certificate to-. 

C. H. WILTSJE. 

234 “Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 10.” 


Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1903. 

Sales Book No. 11, Folio 28. 

. Assessor s Office, D. C., Mar. 17, 1906. 

Description of property: Square 604 of 5 North 17 ft. 

Assessed in name of A. Burgdorf and A. C. Clark and sold to 

Joseph Lavezzo 3/17 1904, in amount of. 1.64 

Interest at rate of 12 per cent, per annum from day of sale to 

date of redemption.39 

Recording .10 

Total. 2.13 

Received payment, 

E. G. DAVIS, (Collector of Taxes,) 

Collector, D. C., (Paid Mar. 17, 1906.) 

By C. M. T., Cashier. (District of Columbia.) 

LOn left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

235 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1903. 

Sales Book No. 11, Folio 28. 

Assessor’s Office, D. C., March 17, 1906. 
Description of property: Square 604, Lot 3. 

Assessed in name of Richard F. Wainright and sold to W. \V. 

Edwards 3/17 1904, in amount of. 3.92 

Interest at rate of 12 per cent, per annum from day of sale to 

date of redemption.94 

Recording .10 

Total. 4.96 

Received payment, 

E. G. DAVIS, (Collector of Taxes,) 

Collector, D. C., (Paid Mar. 17, 1906.) 

By C. M. T., Cashier , (District of Columbia.) 
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[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

236 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1903. 

Sales Book No. 11, Folio 28. 

Assessor's Office, D. C., March 17, 1906. 

Description of property: Square 604, Lot 4. 

Assessed in name of Augustus Burgdorf & A. C. Clark, Tr., 

and sold to W. II. Manogue 3/17 1904, in amount of. 3.92 

Interest at rate of 12 per cent, per annum from day of sale 

to date of redemption.. . .94 

Recording .10 

Total ... 4.96 

Received payment, 

E. G. DAVIS, (Collector of Taxes,) 

Collector, D. C., (Paid Mar. 17, 1906.) 

By C. M. T., Cashier. (District of Columbia.) 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

237 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1907. 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessor's Office, D. C., 3/11, 1910. 


Description of Property: Sq. 605, Lot 2. 

Assessed in name of Duane E. Fox and sold to W. W. Ed¬ 
wards 3/16 1908 for the sum of. $5.25 

Interest at the rate of 12 per cent per annum from date of sale 

to date of redemption. 1.25 

Recording .10 

Total . $6.60 

Received payment, 

C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C ., 
By C. W. C. [seal.] 

Made by-. 

Compared by-. 


[Stamped across face:] Duplicate paid by C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 

11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within tw r o years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

15—2510a 
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238 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1907. 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessors Office, D. C., 3/11, 1910. 
Description of property: Sq. 604, Lot 3. 

Assessed in name of Richard F. Wainright and sold to W. \V. 

Edwards 3/16 1908 for the sum of. $ 3 . 9*2 

Interest at the rate of 1*2 per cent per annum from date of sale 

to date of redemption. 93 

Recording .. 10 


Total . 

Received payment, 


$4.95 


Made by- 

Compared by 


C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C., 
By C. W. C. [seal.] 


[Stamped across face:] Duplicate paid by C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 
11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

239 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1907. 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessor's Office, D. C., 3/11, 1910. 

Description of Property: Sq. 605, Lots 1 and 4. 

Assessed in name of James A. Kennedy and sold to W. W. 

Edwards 3/16 1908 for the sum of. $12.07 

Interest at the rate of 1*2 per cent per annum from date of 

sale to date of redemption. 2.88 

Recording. .20 

Total . $15.15 

Received payment, 

C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C., 

By C. W. C. [seal.] 

Made by-. 

Compared by-. 

[Stamped across face: ] Duplicate paid by C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 
11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 
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240 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1907. 

\ 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessor's Office, D. C. ? 3/11, 1910. 
Description of Property: Sq. 004, Lot 2. 

Assessed in name of Isabella IV. Ashford and sold to W. W. 

Edwards 3/16 1908 for the sum of. $4.82 

Interest at the rate of 12 per cent per annum from date of sale 

to date of redemption. 1.15 

Recording .... -. 10 

Total . $6.07 

Received pavment, 

'C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C., 
By C. W. C. [seal.] 

Made by-. 

Compared by-. 

[Stamped across face:] Duplicate paid by C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 
11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

241 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1907. 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessor’s Office, D. C., 3/11, 1910. 

Description of Property: Sq. 604, Lot 4. 

Assessed in name of A. Burgdorf and A. C. Clark, Tr., and 

sold to W. W. Edwards 3/16 1908 for the sum of. $3.92 

Interest at the rate of 12 per cent per annum from date of sale 

to date of redemption.. .93 

Recording ..10 

Total .:. $ 4.95 

Received payment, 

C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C., 

By C. W. C. [seal.] 

Made by-. 

Compared by-. 

[Stamped across face:] Duplicate paid by C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 
11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 
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242 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes , Year 1907. 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessor s Office, D. C., Max. 11, 1910. 

Description of Property: Sq. 605, Lots 5 and 6. 

Assessed in name of Robert Low and sold to W. W. Ed¬ 
wards 3/16, 1908, for the sum of. $17.86 

Interest at the rate of 12 per cent per annum from date of 

sale to date of redemption. 4.26 


Recording. .20 

Total. $22.32 


Received pavment, 

C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C., 
By C. W. C. [seal.] 

Made by-. 

Compared by--. 

[Stamped across face:] Duplicate paid bv C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 
11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 

243 Bill for Redemption from Sale for Taxes, Year 1907. 

Sales Book No. 15, Folio 44. 

Assessor's Office, D. C., 3/11, 1910. 

Description of Property: Sq. 604, Lot. 1. 

Assessed in name of Robert Lowe and sold to W. W. Ed¬ 
wards 3/16 1908 for the sum of.*. $6.18 

Interest at the rate of 12 per cent per annum from date of 

sale to date of redemption. 1.47 


Recording .10 

Total . $7.75 


Received payment, 

C. C. ROGERS, 

Collector, D. C., 
By C. W. C. [seal.] 

Made by-. 

Compared by-. 

[Stamped across face:] Duplicate paid bv C. T. Bride 6/73 Mar. 
11, 1910. 

[On left margin:] Redeemable at Office of Collector, D. C., 
within two years from date of sale. After said date, settlement must 
be made with purchaser. 
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244 Office of the Collector of faxes of the District of Columbia. 

Washington, April 14, 1899. 

This is to certify that under the direction of the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia there has this fourteenth day of April, 
eighteen hundred and ninety-nine, been sold at public auction, at 
the office of the Collector of Taxes for said District, in pursuance of 
a public notice or advertisement duly published, and in accordance 
with the provisions of an act of Congress entitled “An Act in rela¬ 
tion to taxes and tax sales in the District of Columbia,” approved 
February 28th, 1898, subject, however, to redemption within two 
years from said sale, the following-described property, viz: lot 4 in 
square numbered 605 assessed in the name of James A. Kennedy, 
for taxes levied and in arrears on the first day of July, A. D. 1898, 
penalties, interest, and costs, as follows, to wit: 

Taxes due District of Columbia for fiscal year ending June 


30, 1898 . $5.75 

Penalties thereon. .81 


Special assessments for improvements as follows: 


Interest from-,-, to April 12 1899. 

Interest from —-,-, to April 12 1899. 

• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••■•••••••••••*••••• •••• 

245 

Interest from-,-, to April 12 1899. 

-installments for water-main tax. 

Interest from-,-, to April 12 1899. 

-installments for w’ater-main tax. 

Interest from-,-, to April 12 1899. 

Advertisement . 1.20 

Total . $7.76 


Amounting in all to Seven 76/100 Dollars ($7.76), and that C. H. 
Wiltsie, being the highest bidder, became the purchaser thereof. 

The receipt of the above taxes, penalties, and costs of sale is hereby 
acknowledged. 

This certificate is issued subject to the payment of all arrears of 
taxes before the issue of deed. 

Witness my hand and the seal of the District of Columbia this 
25 dav of April, eighteen hundred and ninety-nine. 

[seal.] E.G. DAVIS, 

Collector of Taxes, District of Columbia. 

Witness: 

E. P. PAGE. 
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246 [Endorsed:] Certificate of sale for taxes by the Commis¬ 
sioners of the District of Columbia. April 14, 1899. Lot 4, 
Square No. 605. Assessed in the name of James A. Kennedy. Sold 
to C. H. Wiltsie. 


Amount sold for. 

Surplus . 

Amount paid at sale. 7.76 

Fee for recording.10 


Total .*. 7.86 


For value received, I hereby assign and transfer all my right, 
title, and interest in the within certificate to-. 

C. H. WILTSIE. 

Witness: 

J. M. JAMIESON. 

247 Office of the Collector of Taxes of the District of Columbia. 

1108. 

Washington, April 18, 1901. 

This is to certify that the undersigned, Collector of Taxes of the 
District of Columbia, acting under and pursuant to the directions of 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and in accordance 
with the provisions of an Act of Congress entitled “An Act in rela¬ 
tion to taxes and tax sales in the District of Columbia,” approved 
February 28, 1898, and the amendments thereto approved April 23, 
1900, and June 6, 1900, heretofore, to wit, on the eleventh day of 
April, 1901, at the office of said Collector of Taxes for the District 
of Columbia, and after due notice as required by said Act, sold the 
following described property situated in the City of Washington, 
District of Columbia, to wit, lot 1 in square numbered 605 assessed 
in the name of James A. Kennedy to C. H. Wiltsie, who was the 
highest bidder therefor, for the sum of Seven & 05/100 Dollars 
($7.05). being the amount of taxes levied against the property afore¬ 
said, and in arrears on the first day of July, 1900, with penalties, 


interest, and costs, as follows: 

Taxes due for the fiscal year ended Tune 30, 1900. $5.75 

Penalties thereon. .80 


Special assessments for improvements, as follows: 
248 Interest from. 


Interest from 


Interest from. 

-instalments for water-main tax 

Interest from. 

-instalments for water-main tax 

Interest from. 

Advertisement . 


.50 

$7.05 


Total 
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Subject, nevertheless, to redemption by the owner or owners 
thereof within two years from the last day of sale made pursuant to 
the advertisement aforesaid, and subject, further, to the provisions 
and limitations prescribed by the Act of Congress aforesaid, that no 
deed shall be issued hereon or pursuant to the purchase herein men¬ 
tioned until all taxes and assessments appearing upon the tax books 
against the property aforesaid are paid with penalties, interests, and 
costs, including taxes for the years for which the District of Colum¬ 
bia purchased said property at tax sales. 

And this is to further certify that the amount, aforesaid, bid by 

* j e ™ purchase1 ' a f° resa jd> has been paid to the undersigned, Collector 
of 1 axes, on the date hereof, being within five days after the last day 
of the sale of property for delinquent taxes made pursuant to the 

o/fo P r °™ s .°f the 4 ct Egress aforesaid and the advertise- 
ment herein mentioned. 

• m .. W i tne n T y h , a " < L a , nd seal of the District of Columbia this 
eighteenth day of April, 1901. 

E. G. DAVIS, [seal.] 

„ 7 . a Collector of Taxes , District of Columbia. 

E. W. CLARK. 

(Endorsed:) Washington City. Certificate of Sale for Taxes bv 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. April 18 1901 

ami S ^ U u e ™?: 14 6 ? 5 - Assessed in th e name of James A. Ke’nnedv! 
bold to C. H. Wiltsie. 


Amount sold for.... 

Surplus . 

Amount paid at sale 
Fee for recording .. 


• • • • 
7.05 
.10 


Total 


$7.15 


For value received, I hereby transfer all my right, title, and in¬ 
terest in the within certificate to---. 

C. H. WILTSIE. 

250 Office of the Collector of Taxes of the District of Columbia. 


Washington, March 17, 1904. 

This is to certify that the undersigned, Collector of Taxes of the 
District of Columbia, acting under and pursuant to the directions 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and in accordance 
with the provisions of an Act of Congress, approved July 1, 1902, 
to amend an act entitled “An Act in relation to taxes and tax sales 
in the District of Columbia,’’ approved February 28, 1898, hereto¬ 
fore, to wit, on the tenth day of March, 1904, at the office of said 
Collector of Taxes for the District of Columbia, and after due notice 
as required by said Act, sold the following-described property sit¬ 
uated in the City of Washington, District of Columbia, to wit: 
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Being the lot 4 in square numbered Six hundred & five (605) 
assessed in the name of Janies A. Kennedy to John G. Slater, Tr. 
who was the highest bidder therefor, for the sum of Five and 24/100 
Dollars ($5.24), being the amount of taxes levied against the prop¬ 
erty aforesaid, and in arrears on the first day of July, 1903, with 
penalties, interest, costs, and surplus, as follows: 


Taxes due for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1903.$4.31 

Penalties thereon.43 

251-- installments for water-main tax. 

Interest from ... 

- installments for water-main tax. 

Interest from . 


Special assessments for improvements as follows: 


Interest from 


Interest from 


Interest from. 

Advertisement .50 

Surplus . 


Total .$5.24 


Subject, nevertheless, to redemption by the owner or owners 
thereof within two years from the last day of sale made pursuant to 
the advertisement aforesaid, and subject further to the provisions 
and limitations prescribed by the Act of Congress aforesaid, that no 
deed shall be issued hereon or pursuant to the purchase herein men¬ 
tioned until all taxes and assessments appearing upon the tax books 
against the property aforesaid are paid, with penalties, interest and 
costs, including taxes for the years for which the District of Colum¬ 
bia purchased said property at tax sales. 

And this is to further certify that the amount aforesaid, bid by 
the purchaser aforesaid, has been paid to the undersigned, Collector 
of Taxes, on the date hereof, being within five days after 
252 the last day of the sale of property for delinquent taxes made 
pursuant to the provisions of the Act of Congress aforesaid 
and the advertisement herein mentioned. 

Witness my hand and seal of the District of Columbia this seven¬ 
teenth dav of March, 1904. 

E. G. DAVIS, [seal.] 
Collector of Taxes, District of Columbia. 

Witness: 

W. H. DESHIELDS. 

(Endorsed:) Washington City. Certificate of Sale for Taxes 
by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. March 17th, 
1904. Lot 4, Square No. 605. Assessed in the name of Jas. E. 
Kennedy. Sold to John G. Slater, Tr. 
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Amount sold for . . 

R 

Surplus . . 

Amount paid at sale . . 

* • • • • • • 

R 9A 

Fee for recording. m 

Total . 

• • • XV/ 

..$5.31 


For value received, I hereby transfer all my right, title, 
2o3 and interest in the within certificate to C. H. Wiltsie 

JOHN G. SLATER, Trustee. 

f or value received 1 hereby sell, assign and transfer all my right, 
title and interest in the within certificate to-. 

C. H. WILTSIE. 

Surrendered for cancellation. 

254 Office of the Collector of Taxes of the District of Columbia. 

Washington, March 17, 1904. 

This is to certify that the undersigned, Collector of Taxes of the 
District of Columbia, acting under and pursuant to the directions 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and in accordance 
with the provisions of an Act of Congress, approved July 1 , 1902, 
to amend an act entitled “An Act in relation to taxes and tax sales 
in the District of Columbia,” approved February 28, 1898, hereto¬ 
fore, to wit, on the tenth day of March, 1904, at the office of said Col¬ 
lector of Taxes for the District of Columbia, and after due notice as 
required by said Act, sold the following-described property situated 
in the City of Washington, District of Columbia, to wit: 

Being the lot One in square numbered Six hundred & five (605) 
assessed in the name of James A. Kennedy to John G. Slater, Tr. 
who was the highest bidder therefor, for the sum of Six and 83/100 
Dollars ($6.83), being the amount of taxes levied against the prop¬ 
erty aforesaid, and in arrears on the first day of July, 1903, with 
penalties, interest, costs, and surplus, as follows: 


Taxes due for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1903. $5.75 

Penalties thereon. 5 $ 

-installments for water-main tax. 

255 Interest from. 

• • • • • 

-installments for water-main tax. 

••••••• •••• 

Interest from. 


Special assessments for improvements as follows: 


Interest from 
Interest from 


Interest from ... 

16—2510a 
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Advertisement .50 

Surplus . 

Total. $6.83 


Subject, nevertheless, to redemption by the owner or owners 
thereof within two years from the last day of sale made pursuant 
to the advertisement aforesaid, and subject further to the provisions 
and limitations prescribed by the Act of Congress aforesaid, that no 
deed shall be issued hereon or pursuant to the purchase herein men¬ 
tioned until all taxes and assessments appearing upon the tax books 
against the property aforesaid are paid, with penalties, interest and 
costs, including taxes for the years for which the District of Columbia 
purchased said property at tax sales. 

And this is to further certify that the amount aforesaid, bid by 
the purchaser aforesaid, has been paid to the undersigned, Collector 
of Taxes, on the date hereof, being within live days after the last 
day of the sale of property for delinquent taxes made pursu- 
256 ant to the provisions of the Act of Congress aforesaid and the 
advertisement herein mentioned. 

Witness my hand and seal of the District of Columbia this seven¬ 
teenth day of March, 1904. 

E. G. DAVIS, | seal. J 
Collector of Taxes, District of Columbia. 

Witness: 

W. H. DESIIIELDS. 

(Endorsed:) Washington City. Certificate of sale for taxes by 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, March 17th, 1904. 
Lot one (1). Square No. 605. Assessed in the name of Jas. E. 
Kennedy. Sold to John G. Slater, Tr. 


Amount sold for. 6.83 

Surplus . 

Amount paid at sale. 6.83 

Fee for recording.10 

Total. $6.93 


For value received, I hereby transfer all my right, title, 
257 and interest in the within certificate to C. LI. Wiltsie. 

JOHN G. SLATER, Trustee. 

For value received I hereby sell, assign and transfer all my right, 

title and interest in the within certificate to-. 

C. H. WILTSIE. 

Surrendered for cancellation. 














COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


123 


258 


Depositions on Behalf of Defendants. 

Filed October 5, 1912. 

* * * * * 


Be it known that at an examination of witnesses, begun and held 
on the, 17th <day of February, 1912, and continued by adjournments 
within noted, until the 16th day of March, 1912,' personally ap- 

Tj ar |io i f ? re undersigned, an examiner in chancery, at 

No. 319 John Marshall Place, Samuel Howison, Mrs. Agnes Reeves, 
Mr. James C Reeves, Mr. William E. Poulton, Mr. Wil-iam Henry 
Dennis, Mr. George A. Norris, Mr. W. Walton Edwards, Mr. Curtis 
E Gresham, Mr. J. Leo Kolb, Mr. John G. Slater, Mr. Charles A. 
f and Mr. William H. Shipley, witnesses all of lawful age, 

called to testify in behalf of the defendants in the above-entitled 
cause, the said witnesses having been by me first sworn according to 
law and each and every of said witnesses being residents of the 
District of Columbia; when and where the depositions of said wit¬ 
nesses, hereto annexed were by me taken down in shorthand, from 
he oral statements of said witnesses, made in answer to interroga¬ 
tories and cross-interrogatories propounded by counsel for the parties 
respectively, then and there attending; that said depositions were 
afterwards reduced to typewriting, were read over by said witnesses 
severally and were by them respectively duly subscribed individual^. 

1 further certify that I am not of counsel for any of the parties 
to said cause, or in any manner interested therein. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

* * * * * * ** 

259 Take notice that I shall on Saturday, February 10 1912 

at 10 A M. at my offices Equity Building, Washington D.’ 

0. proceed to take testimony in behalf of the defendants in above 
entitled cause. 

W. WALTON EDWARDS, 

Attorney for Reeves, et al. 

Mr. Mason N. Richardson, of Counsel for Plaintiff, Fendall Build- 
ing, City. 

Please advise your associate counsel. 

* * * * * * * 

Take notice that, I shall on Saturday, February 17, at 10 o’clock, 
at my Offices, 10, 11, Equity Building, 317-319 John Marshall 
Piece proceed to take testimony in behalf of defendants in above 
entitled cause. A copy of this notice is herewith mailed you 

W. WALTON EDWARDS, 
Attorney for J. C. Reeves et al. 

Mr. Mason N. Richardson, Fendall Building, 

Mr. Daniel O’Callaghan, Ames Building, 

Mr. W. W. Bride, Century Building, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 
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260 Met, Saturday, February 17, 1912, at ten o’clock A. M., 
No. 3 John Marshall Place, pursuant to agreement. Present. 
Messrs. W. W. Edwards and John C. Ridout, for defendants, Messrs. 
M. N. Richardson and W. W. Bride, for plaintiff, and the plaintiff 
and Defendant Reeves in proprio persona; whereupon, Mr. Samuel 
Howison, Mrs. Agnes Reeves, and Mr. James C. Reeves (Defendant), 
having each been duly sworn, testified severally on behalf of defend¬ 
ants as is hereinafter respectively set forth. 


Mr. Samuel Howison. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Howison, what is your full name? A. Samuel Howison. 

Q. Where do you reside? A. I reside at 69 Que Street Southwest 

this citv. 

% 

Q. IIow long have you lived in that locality? A. I came there 
J® 1866. nearly fifty years. 1 have not been living at the same niun- 
ber all the time, but right close by. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Mr. and Mrs. James C. Reeve*? A. 
Yes, sir; very well. 

Q. They are related to you, are they not? A. Yes, sir; both of 
them are relations. 

Q. Mr Howson, what do you know of Mr. Reeves’ habits as to 
the use of intoxicants, for a period covering the year 1905? 

261 (Mr. Richardson: T object to the question as being imma- 
tenal and irrelevant. It has not been shown what period the 
witness has known defendant.) 

Q. I will ask another question before you answer that: State 
whether or not you have known Mr. Reeves intimately and, for 
how long? A. I have known him all his life. I remember when 
he was a boy. His grandfather knew me to some extent. I lived 
right near by to him, his mother and all. 

Q. (Mr. Examiner, please read over to witness the preceding 
question.) (Question read). Now', Mr. How'ison, please answ r er? 
A. Well, Mr. Reeves was a very unfortunate man about that time 
and for several years previous, and up until that time he w'as very 
much addicted to drink, and it had a very serious effect on him. 
according to my opinion. 

Q. Under the influence of intoxicants, Mr. Howison w r hat w T as 
his condition as to being able to transact business of any nature? 
X. Q. I considered him not to be qualified to transact any business 
w'hen he was under the influence of liquor, and for that reason I 
always avoided him when he w'as in that condition. He was a man 
that liquor had serious influence on, unless he quitted entirelv and 
he did so about a year ago. 

Q. You own property in that locality, do you not. A. Yes sir; 
not very far from his property. 
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Q. You know the property that Mr. Reeves owns—squares 

262 604 and 605? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What do you consider that property to be worth? 

(Mr. Richardson: I object that the witness has not been shown 
to be qualified to testify as to values.) 

A. That depends a great deal upon what a man would give for 
it. There has been a great deal of ground selling over around there, 
at six and ten cents a foot, for the last year; about the same quality 
of ground. That is what I would ask if it was given me to sell. I 
would look up a man who would give at least six cents or ten cents 
a foot. 

(Mr. Richardson: T move to strike out the answer as not re¬ 
sponsive, and gratuitous.) 

Q. Where was ground selling for ten cents a foot, that you speak 
of? 

(Mr. Richardson:) Question objected to, unless witness has per¬ 
sonal knowledge that such ground sold for ten cents a foot.) 

A. I sold a small lot on First street, one block from Mr. Reeves. 
Some people would give more if there had been more ground, and 
some people less. When you find a customer who wants a big piece 
or a small piece he would give a better price for a larger piece. 

(Mr. Richardson: T move to strike out the answer, for the rea¬ 
sons stated.) 

Q. To whom did you make sale of that lot? A. I don’t know 
that I will answer that question. The gentleman said I was not to 
speak about the price until the bargain was’closed, and it is not 
closed yet. He took an option on it, for one hundred dollars. 

Q. Where was some other ground that sold for ten cents a foot? 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to unless witness 

263 can speak from personal knowledge.) 

A. T have occupied for forty-five years square 661, that used to 
belong to Mr. Ketchum. His estate was sold last year for—I can’t 
say that is true, but that is what they told me—for ten cents a foot. 
I have aggregated the square at $10,000, about 100,000 feet of 
ground. 

(Mr. Richardson: Answer objected to as hearsay.) 

Witness: I think it would bring something pretty near to that. 

(Mr. Richardson : T move to strike out the further answer of the 
witness.) 

Witness: Mr. Slater told me he paid $10,000 for the square. 
That would make it very near ten cents a foot. 

(Mr. Richardson: I move to strike out addition to answer, as 
hearsay.) 

Witness: I paid rent to Mr. Berrett & Wright, agents for Mr. 
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Ketcham, but since he has been gone, which was last year, I have 
to pay now to Mr. Slater. 

Q. You are now paying rent to Mr. Slater for the same square— 
No. 661? 4 

(Mr. Richardson: Objected to as immaterial.) 

A. Yes. sir. I have occupied it since 1866, as a truck garden. 

Q. Mr. Howison, is there anv talk of the Arsenal grounds being 
extended? 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to as immaterial, indefinite 
and improper.) 

A. Talk is cheap. There has been a good deal of talk about it, 
but I haven’t heard anything definite. 

Q. Tf the Arsenal is extended it would have to take in this prop¬ 
erty, would is not? 

(Mr. Richardson: The question is objected to as hypothetical 
and problematical.) 

264 A. That is what I could not tell vou. 

(Mr. Richardson : W e object that the witness is not qualified 
for such prediction). 

Witness: There is a great many little hooks. The Arsenal 
grounds were once extended to take in only a little piece on the 
river. 

Q. Tf the canal should be filled up, and if the Arsenal grounds 
were extended, what would you think, would thev go as far as this 
property? A. Yes, sir. 

(Mr. Richardson : Objected to as immaterial, incompetent and 
hypothetical: and move to strike out both question and answer.) 

Q. Isn’t the hope that the Arsenal may be extended the reason 
for some people bolding their property? 

u (Mr. Richardson: Question objected to on the ground that while 
“Hope springs eternal in the human bre-st” it is not competent evi¬ 
dence. ) 

A. Yes, sir; I think so. I have heard so. It is another reason 
some people are waiting—with a view to that lookout, I think. 

Q. You own some property in square No. 606, do you not. Mr 
Howison? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mhat are you holding that property for? 

(Mr. Richardson : Question objected to as immaterial, incom¬ 
petent and improper; and as being no evidence of value.) 

A. I own a portion of square 606 and with Berrett’s estate we are 
holding it in case of a raise. They always held their ground at 
ten cents a foot. 

Mr. Richardson: Answer is objected to as incompetent and im- 
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material, and we move to strike it out. The price at which 

265 a person holds property is not evidence of its value.) 

\\ itness: 1 understood Mr. Berret always asked ten cents 
a loot, but he is dead, and his estate, I believe, still asks ten cents a 
loot. Mr. Dennis, their agent, wrote me that he was considering an 
otter of six cents a foot; and he told me, also. 

(Mr. Bride: 1 wish to state on the record that it was I who made 
the otter to Mr. Dennis, of live cents a foot; and 1 think that is the 
one being considered—and that is today, not six years ago.) 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

X Q. Mr. Howison, do you drink yourself? A. I don’t drink 
ardent spirits. 

X Q. \ou don t drink liquor at all? A. No, sir; I am a temper¬ 
ance man. 

X Q. How often would you see Mr. Reeves in the year 1905? 
A. Every day, two or three times a day. 

X Q, Would he be drinking every day? A. No, sir; he wouldn’t, 
as near as I can remember in 1905. 

X Q. Did Mr. Ree\es drink steadily, perpetually? A. He would 
not drink all the time. lie would go two or three days without 
drinking, and then he would start to drinking and it would last, 
may be, two or three weeks. 

X Q. And then he would be sober? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. Was he sober or drunk in July, 1905? A. I would have 
to pull up my memory for that. 

X Q. Was he sober or drunk in September, 1905? A I 

266 couldn’t tell. ’ * 

X Q. Was he sober or drunk in February, 1905? A. I 

couldn t testify as to what months he was sober. Sometimes he was 

sober and sometimes he was drunk; but I could not tell any dates • 
what months or what years. 

X Q. He was more often sober than drunk, was he not? A. He 
had periods when he was drinking, for two or three days or weeks 

so far as I could see; and then he would be in a bad fix for two or 
three. 

X Q. But you couldn’t tell whether he was sober or drunk in 
February, 1905? A. No, sir. 

X Q. When he was sober he was perfectly competent to transact 
business, was he? A. O, yes; he would know what he was doing. 

X Q. If Mr. Reeves was sober you would not hesitate to make a 
contract with him? A. Certainly not. 

X Q. You say you are related to him? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. What is the relation? A. His mother is my sister 

X Q. He is your nephew, then? A. My nephew. 

X Q. You say you sold one small piece of property at ten cents 
a foot, did you? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. In what square? A. In square 667. 
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X Q. Did you sell outright or give an option? A. I consider it 
sold. 

X Q. To whom did you sell it? A. I promised not to 

267 tell the name of the one 1 sold it to, but I think there is no 
harm in telling you. It was Mr. Slater. 

X Q. How big a piece of ground? A. About seventy feet. Part 
of a corner lot; seventy or seventy-two, 1 think—about 5,000 feet. 

'X Q. That option is recent, is it not? A. Yes. 

X Q. It is not yet consummated? A. No. Mr. Slater has been 
out of the city. I called to see him to close the bargain but he was 
not home. 

X Q. That lot is comparatively available after taking out streets, 
alleys, &c? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. Is it on a level? A. It is below grade. 

X Q. How much below? A. 1 built three houses. It is enough 
below to make a good basement. 

X Q. That is an advantage? A. Yes, sir; some of it. Others 
would have to be filled. It did in the house my son built. 

X Q. Then there are other improvements adjacent to this prop¬ 
erty you are now holding? A. 1 sold about half a lot oft*, and two 
houses have been built on it; my son in law built one and my son 
built one. 

X Q. What did it cost to build those houses, do you know? A. 
They were built six or seven years ago. 

268 X Q. New brick houses? A. Frame. 

X Q. They were new frames? A. Yes, sir. I guess one 
was eighteen feet and the other was fifteen. 

X Q. Are they on a paved street? A. Yes, sid. 

X Q. There is a sidewalk there? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. Is there water in the houses? A. It has been put there 
only in the last year or two. 

Q X. Is there gas there? A. No, sir, it has not been extended 
down there yet. 

X Q. Is there gas near by them? A. Yes, as far as Que street, 
on First; that is. down to S or the corner of T, rather. 

X Q. Is not this property you are talking about—yours—further 
from the river than the property in controversy here? A. No, sir. 
It is nearer the river by two blocks. 

X Q. I mean, further north? A. It is further south. The prop¬ 
erty you are talking about is at R street and this is at T street. 

X Q. The property which you gave the option for, that we have 
been discussing, is closer to the river or river front? A. Yes, to the 
Eastern Branch. 

, Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Howison, that lot you sold to Mr. Slater is on the 

269 same street, fronts on the same street as this property, does 
it not? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. On first street? A. On First street. It fronts on First street, 
one side, and runs back to Second and third street. 

SAMUEL HOWISON. 

Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 26th day of 
September, A. D. 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 


Mrs. Agnes Reeves. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards : 

0- State your lull name, please, Mrs. Reeves? A. Agnes Reeves. 

Q,. Are you the wile ol Janies C. Reeves, one of the defendants? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where do you reside, Mrs. Reeves? A. At 1806 Half street 
southwest, this city. 

Q. Mrs. Reeves, how many children have you? A. I have eight 
children. 6 

(Mr. Richardson : Objected to as immaterial and incompetent, 
and move to strike out the answer. It is a public duty to have 
children.) 

Q. You know the property that Mr. Reeves, your husband, owns 
or has owned for the last great number of years? A. Yes sir. 

270 Q. What are the squares? A. 605 and 604. 

Q. W here are they located? A. On First street, between 
R and 8 Streets southwest. 

Q. Look at this plat, please, and point out the squares that Mr. 
Reeves owns? A. (Mewing plat.) They are squares No. 605 and 
004, running towards the canal—Second street. 

Q. What has Mr. Reeves been doing with these two squares all 
the time he has owned them. A. He has cultivated them. 

(Mr. Richardson: Objected to as immaterial arid incompetent.) ' 

Q. W hat has he raised on this ground? A. Vegetables. 

(Mr. Richardson: I object that the witness has not said he 
raised anything; and objected to further, as leading.) 

Q. Did Mr. Reeves own any other land? A. No. 

Q. How has Mr. Reeves earned his living? A. By cultivating his 
ground. & 

Q. Mrs. Reeves, I show you an agreement, a paper; When did 
you first see that ? A. (\ iewing paper.) This deed I saw the same 
evening of the date here. 

Q. How did you happen to see it? A. Mr. Reeves showed it to 
me. He took it out of his pocket when he came home. 

271 Q. Was its condition then about as it is now? A. Yes 
sir. 
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Q. What was Mr. Reeves’ condition on that day? A. He was 
very bad off with liquor that day; he had been drinking badly. 

(Mr. Richardson : Question objected to as immaterial and in¬ 
competent.) 

Q. What was his condition when he came home that evening? 
A. He was drinking very bad. 

Q. AY hat was his condition that morning? A. He was drinking. 

Q. Has Mr. Reeves been addicted to the habit of drinking? A. 
Yes. 

Q. For what periods of time can you say? A. For about twelve 
years. 

Q. AY T hen he is drinking, Mrs. Reeves, what is his condition as 
to liis capacity to attend to business? A. lie was not capable of 
attending to anything then. 

Q. Has it been necessary to give him treatment for his habit? 
A. 0, yes. 

Q. When he brought this paper home that night was anything 
said to him by you? A. No. 

Q. YY T hen did you speak to him, about it? A. When he got in a 

better condition. 

✓ 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to as purely self-serving 
declaration, not being made in the presence of the plaintiff or of 
anyone representing him.) 

272 Q. Then what was your attitude toward him; what did 
you say to Mr. Reeves when lie came to be in a condition 
in which you could speak to him? 

(Mr. Richardson: Objected to as a self-serving declaration; aim 
as incompetent and immaterial and irrelevant.) 

A. I asked Mr. Reeves if that was what he bargained to sell the 
ground for, and he said he was to get three thousand dollars, clear 
of all encumbrances; those he would not have to pay, and that he 
would get three thousand dollars cash for it. 

Cross examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

X Q, When did he tell you that, Mrs. Reeves? A. He told me 
that just as soon as he sobered up, after getting breakfast. 

X Q. When he did tell you that was he sober? A. He was in a 
better condition. 

X Q. He knew what he was talking about? A. Yes. 

X Q. And you acquiesced in that? A. I didn’t say anything. 

X Q. Do you know his handwriting? A. Yes. 

(Mr. Richardson: Will counsel let me see the paper just shown 
to witness:— 

X Q. This is the contract that he had. Will you look at that, 
please: Is that his signature? A. Yes. 
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X Q. Do you know anything about his handwriting? A. This 
is his writing. 

273 X Q. Look at the signature, “James C. Reeves, Seal.” I 
call your attention to that writing and ask you if there is 

anything about that which you see that is not in his writing? 

(Mr. Ridout: The question is objected to bv counsel for defend¬ 
ants as it is framed, being obviously intended to mislead the wit¬ 
ness. 

(Mr. Richardson: We object that the interposed objection by 
counsel for defendant is for the purpose of putting the witness on 
guard.) 

X Q. What is your answer to my last question, Mrs. Reeves? A. 
Tt is his writing. 

X Q. Is the word “Seal” his writing? A. I could not say. 

X Q. Will you say it was or that it wasn’t? 

(Mr. Ridout: Objected to, as the question has been answered. 
(Mr. Richardson: Whether answered or not we object to counsel 
putting witness on guard.) * 

X Q. I will ask you plainly, Mrs. Reeves, the question, whether 
or not in your best judgment is that or is not that his writing? 

(Mr. Ridout: We object to the witness being interrogated in any 
such fashion.) 

X Q. I can’t say whether Mr. Reeves wrote the word “Seal” or 
not. 

X Q. What is your best judgment as to whether or not it is his 
writing? 

(Mr. Ridout: Objected that the question has been answered.) 

A. It looks very much like his writing. 

274 (Mr. Richardson: I ask the examiner to identify by his 
signature this particular paper which has just been shown 

to the witness.) 

(The examiner writes his name on said paper and marks it, 
“F. A.”) 

X Q. Mrs. Reeves, you started to say that this property was to¬ 
wards the canal, and corrected your answer and said, towards the 
river, or something to that effect: State whether or not squares 604 
and 605 are near or towards the canal? A. They are one square 
away. 

X Q. Is the canal open or closed. A. It is open. 

X Q. When Mr. Reeves left the house the morning you say he 
brought back this contract, did he leave the house sober? A. No. 

X Q. How long had he been drinking? A. Mr. Reeves was 
drinking all the time. 

X Q. In what state of intoxication was he at that time? A. He 
was able to go out; that was about all. 

X Q. When did he start out on that occasion? A. I could not 
say the exact time. 
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X Q. You say as soon as he came to you asked him to tell you 
about this deed: How soon was that? A. The next morning he 
was able to talk, or understand it. 

X Q. How long did he continue able to understand things that 
morning? A. That evening he was as bad off as the evening 
before. 

275 X Q, How long did that continue? A. About two weeks. 
X Q. And then did he sober up? A. He didn’t become 

entirely sober, no. 

X Q. Do we understand you to mean that he never is sober? A. 
He never was. A man who takes three drinks a day is not sober. 

X Q. Your opinion is that a man who takes three drinks a day 
is not sober? A. He never is sober. 

X Q. Then you say that a man who takes three drinks a day is 
never sober? A. He is under the influence of liquor. 

X Q. Do you say he took three drinks on this particular day? 
A. No. 

X Q. Do you know where he had gone? A. No. 

X Q. Three drinks are what you think would make a man 
intoxicated? A. I say a man is not sober with three drinks in him; 
I did not say he was intoxicated. 

X Q. Your idea is that a man cannot be sober who has taken 
three glasses of beer? A. No. Three glasses of whiskey. 

X Q. Three drinks of whiskey, you say, will intoxicate a man? 
A. They are not sober. 

276 X Q. Then when you say he was not sober on the morn¬ 
ing he left the house, state whether or not you mean in the 

sense, as you express it, that he had those three drinks? A. Well, 
he was pretty drunk. 

X Q. Do you know how much he drank? A. No, not the exact 
amount. 

X Q. Did you see him any more that day that he came home with 
the contract? A. No. 

X Q. You don’t know whether he drank any more during that 
day? A. I know he did. 

X Q. But you do not know when? A, No. 

X Q. You think it was towards evening he came home? A. Do 
you think it had an influence on him so quickly, Mr. Richardson? 

X Q. I really don’t know, Mrs. Reeves. What do you think 
about it? A. I am sure he had been drinking all day. 

X Q. What makes you say you know your husband had been 
drinking all day; because you know him so "well? A. A wife knows 
when her husband drinks. 

X Q. How much money did he bring home that day? A. I 
can’t tell exactly. 

X Q. He did bring home some money? A. He brought some 
monev. 

V 

X Q. Did he not bring home considerable? A. No. 

277 X Q. What do you call “some” money? A. He had about 
twenty-five dollars in all when he got home. 
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X Q. He did not buy feed for the horses that day? A. I can’t 
remember that. 

X Q. Do you know that the horses needed feed then? A. That 
particular day—I don’t remember that. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mrs. Reeves, was his condition when he came home as bad as 
it was when he left that morning? 

(Mr. Richardson : Question objected to as not proper cross-exam¬ 
ination.) 

A. It was much worse. 

Recross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

X Q. You don’t know when or where he got very much worse? 
A. No. He had been away from home all day. 

X Q. You don’t know whether he got worse after getting a sum 
of money; twenty-five dollars, or forty dollars? A. Don’t it state 
on this contract what hour in the day it was signed? 

(Mr. Richardson: Counsel may answer that question. 

(Mr. Edwards: The paper does not show what hour in the day 
it was signed.) 

X Q, Mrs. Reeves, do you know whether he got drunk very much 
worse after he got sixty dollars, or whether he got very much worse 
before he got sixty dollars? A. He was very bad when he 
278 left home, and I can’t’ say how long he had been worse; but 
when he came home he was very much worse. 

X Q. What time did he come home? A. At seven o’clock in the 
evening. 

AGNES REEVES. 


Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 26" day of 
Sept. A. D., 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 


Mr. James C. Reeves. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Reeves, your full name is James C. Reeves, and you are 
one of the defendants? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What is your business? A. Gardener. 

Q. Where about have you got your garden? A. On squares 

604 and 605. 
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Q. For how long have you been gardening there? A. Twenty- 
three or twenty four years. 

.Q. Do you own any other property? A. No. 

Q. lias that been the source from which you earned your living, 

for yourself and family? A. That is all, and the little piece I 
rented. 

Q. When did you meet Mr. Slater? A. I couldn’t give the date. 

Q. Under what conditions and circumstances—when and 
279 where? A. The first time I met Mr. Slater was over at Mr. 

Norris’. He came over there to see me. 

Q. And what was the nature of his business? A. He came over 
there with my unde to see about clearing up some title to that prop¬ 
erty. 

Q. As a result of that meeting what happened afterward? A. I 
went to Mr. Slater after that and got him to clear up the titles. My 
understanding was that he was to clear the title up for one hundred 
dollars a suit—as I understood at first. I thought there was to be 
two or three lots in one suit. As it was, he made separate suits— 
twelve suits, which would be twelve hundred dollars. 

Q. You signed an agreement to pay him twelve hundred dollars 
for clearing off the title to that property? A. Yes. 

Q. Did he clear it? A. Not then. When I afterwards wanted to 
sell it, it had to be cleared over again. Some heirs had been left 
out. 

(Mr. Richardson: The answer is objected to as res inter alios, in¬ 
competent, irrelevant, and as not affecting the parties hereto; and 
I move to strike it out.) 

Q. Mr. Reeves, has Mr. Slater attended these sessions of testimony 
at your instance and request? 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to as immaterial and in¬ 
competent. Mr. Slater is here at our instance and request. He 
came here in response to our request this morning. 

Q. Have you notice- Mr. Slater attending previous sessions 
280 of testimony in this case? A. He has attended all that I 
have. 

(Mr. Richardson: Objected to as incompetent and immaterial.) 

Q. W T ho suggested first that you sell your property? A. To Mr. 
Bride, do you mean? 

Q. To Mr. Bride or anybody else? A. I think I suggested the 
sale. I don’t think the way that I made the sale that it was a good 
sale. 

Q. What was your understanding of the sale you was to make to 
Mr. Bride? A. Mr. Bride was to give me three thousand dollars 
cash. 1 was to sell to Mr. Bride and he was to pay the law suit 
expenses and take the property. I offered to throw up my hands 
and get out of it; but Mr. Bride and Mr. Slater said they could not 
win the case unless I was in it. I was going up Mr. Hallam’s step3 
one day, and I wanted to get out of it, expecting to get three thou- 
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sand dollars and they to take the property and pay what was against 
it. 

n 

Q. With the understanding that you were to pay Mr. Slater for 
clearing it? Q. They were to pay everything and give me three 
thousand dollars cash. That was my understanding when I con¬ 
tracted with them. 

Q, I)o you remember the date you made that contract? A. I 
remember it, yes. 

Q, Did you read the agreement of the contract? A. I 

281 don t know’ that I did. I looked at it, but I don’t know that 
I read it. It would take me an hour now to read it. 

Q. What representations were made to you when you were to sell 
this property and to sign the paper? A. I just sold the property to 
Mr. Bride for three thousand dollars; they w’ere to take all the law’ 
suits and give me three thousand dollars, and 1 w’as to get out. 

Q. How much did you receive on the day the contract was signed? 
A. 1 received sixty dollars. 

Q. Had you seen Mr. Bride before that day? A. 0, yes. 

Q. How often? A. Two or three times. Very nearly every time 
1 went to Mr. Slater’s office. 

Q. Where was Mr. Slater’s office then? A. Down at the Gunton 
Bldg., on Louisiana avenue. 

Q,. You have been to Mr. Slater’s office then, about how many 
times? A. I couldn’t say about the number of times. 

Q. How did you first learn that Mr. Bride was to be the pur¬ 
chaser? A. We talked it over there in his office. I suppose that is 
how I learned it. 

(Mr. Richardson (Counsel for defendants conferring) : We ob¬ 
ject to counsel talking in an audible voice for the purpose of having 
the witness who is being examined take what they say, the purport 
being to lead the witness and put him on guard.) 

Q. Did you hear anything I said? A. No, sir. 

282 (Mr. Richardson: Counsel over here heard the remark 
and he is some distance further away than witness is from 

his counsel. 

(Mr. Ridout: I want Mr. Richardson to state what he heard. 

(Mr. Richardson : Counsel refuses to do so, because it would fur¬ 
ther put witness on guard. 

(Mr. Ridout: I desire, after this witness has concluded his depo¬ 
sition, that Mr. Richardson state on the record what he heard. 

(Mr. Richardson: 1 will do so.) 

Q. Did Mr. Slater offer to purchase this property? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the offer he has made? A. Mr. Slater offered me 
five thousand dollars for it once. 

(Mr. Richardson: At the request of counsel for defendants we 
here produce the wTitten contract, wffiich has been heretofore marked 
for identification by the Examiner, Exhibit F. A.) 

Q. Mr. Reeves, here is the agreement that Mr. Bride held on ac- 
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count of that trade with you: I ask you to look at it and state if that 
word ‘‘Seal*' is your writing? 

(Mr. Richardson: In view of what lias heretofore transpired in 
this matter counsel for plaintiff objects to calling the attention of 
witness in this way to the seal.) 

A. I don't think I wrote that word seal; it don't look like my 
writing. 

Q. State positively whether you did or you did not write it? A. 
No, I never wrote that, I never wrote that word. 

283 Q. Was it there when you signed that paper? A. I didn’t 
see it. 

Q. \\ hen that paper was signed were you given a copy? A. I 
was. 

Q. I show you a paper and ask you is that the copy that was 
given to you? A. (\ iewing paper.) Yes, that is the copy—and I 
don’t know today that the two are alike. 

Q. M hat representation was made to you when the copy was 
handed to you; what statement was made, and by whom was it 
handed to you? A. I don’t know as there was any statement made 
at the time. 

Q. What did you think you was getting? A. I thought I was 
getting a contract to sell the ground for three thousand dollars, clear 
of encumbrances. 

Q. W here has your copy of that contract been all this time since 
you got it ? A. I had it home for awhile, and then after that it has 
been in your possession, I think. 

Q. Is that the condition it was in when you brought it home that 
night? A. About—lucky to be that good. 

(Mr. Edwards: We offer this copy of the agreement in evidence 
and ask that the examiner copy it into the record, and mark the 
paper itself, “Defendants’ Exhibit J. 0. R., No. 1.” 

(Here follows said copy, marked as requested: 

“J. C. R., No. 1”—(Examiner’s identification). 

284 (Washington, D. C., 190-. 

Printed impression on letter head, from which upper portion of 
sheet has apparently been detached.) 

“This agreement made and entered into this 14th day of April 
1905 by and between James C. Reeves of the District of Columbia 
party of the first part and Cotter T. Bride party of the second part. 
Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title to square- / six 
hundred and four (604) and six hundred and five (605) to turn 
over to Cotter T. Bride his right title and interest in square 604 and 
square 605 upon the payment of Three Thousand ($3000.00) the 
same to be a good title and free of incumbrances. 

Rec’d on the above sixty and 00/100 dollars ($60.00). 

JAMES C. REEVES. 
COTTER T. BRIDE. 





COTTER T. BRIDE VS. JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


137 


District of Columbia, ss : 

Personally appeared before me a Notary Public for the District 
of Columbia aforesaid James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride who 
being personally known to me to be the persons w r ho signed the 
above agreement and acknowledged the same to be their act and 
deed this 14th day of April 1905. 

Given under my hand and seal this 14th day of April 1905. 

THOMAS W. SORAN, 

Notary Public 

Q. Who was present when this agreement was signed? A. Therq 
was myself, Mr. Slater, Mr. Bride and a notary. His name was 
John—something; Horan I think. 

Q. How much money were you paid that day? A. Sixty dollars. 

Q. How did you get that money? A. From Mr. Bride.^ 

9- What did y°u Jo with it? A. Well, I went out and 
paid two or three little bills—around bar-rooms and different 
places, and put in the day along till night and drank up some 
of it. I got pretty well loaded. I carried some home—both money 
and whiskey. I had a very good load of whiskey. 

Q. Who gave you this agreement you have, Mr. Reeves; who 
handed that to you? A. I think it was laid on the desk in their 
office. 

Q. And what statement was made to you as to what it was? A 
O, I understood it was a contract, but I did not understand it was 
in that shape at all. 

Q. Had you read it? A. I looked over it but never read it. As 
^^ (ition is limited, and I couldn’t understand it. It 

was two or three days before I got clear through reading it. 

Q, Was it read to you or explained to vou, in that office when 
you signed it? A. No, sir—by nobody. 

Q. After that, Mr. Reeves, when did you next get some money 
from Mr. Bride? A. I couldn’t say what the date was exactly, but 
I got forty dollars from Mr. Bride sometime after that, 

Q. I nder what conditions, and where were you when you got it? 
A. I was at Mr. Hallam’s when I asked for it, and I think 
286 I went over to Mr. Bride’s house and he gave me a check for 
it; if I am not mistaken. 

Q. And did you sign a receipt for it on that day? A. I think 
I signed a receipt for it. T am not sure whether I did or not. I 
thought the check would be a receipt for all money paid that wav— 
by check. J 

Q. Did you get any other money from Mr. Bride? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever ask Mr. Bride for anvthing more 9 A T saw 
Mr. Bride about getting money. 

Q. What did he say? A. He didn’t seem to want to pay anything 
more. He said the case would be lost if Mr. Howison lost his case. 

Q. When did you learn, if you did, Mr. Reeves, that the title 
had been perfected by the suit that Mr. Slater was waging for you? 
A. I cannot give the date. Mr. Hallam notified me I think 
18—2510a 
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through the mail, that the court had given me a decree; but I can’t 
say what date it was. 

Q. Mas it after the transaction with Mr. Bride? A. 0 ves - a 
long time after. ’ ’ 

Q. When did you next hear from Mr. Bride after the suit had 
been ended? A. I don t know when I heard from Mr. Bride next; 
is was sometime. 

Q. And what was the nature of the interview, Mr. Reeves, if it 
was an interview? A. I don’t think I had an interview with Mr 
Bride. 

Q* did you hear from him; what did he communicate to 

you, if it was communicated? 

287 (Mr. Richardson : We object to any statements, and call 
for the writing.) 

A. I had no communication in writing, I don’t think, from Mr. 
Bride; and I don’t remember any communication at all, except when 
he come down to my house with a man by the name of Manogue. 

Q. Before that had he made some advance to you, or statement 
to you? 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to as leading and sug¬ 
gestive. 

(Mr. Edwards: The question is withdrawn.) 

Q. W hat did Mr. Bride say to you when he came down there 
with Mr. Manogue? A. My memory now is freshened on another 
time I met him before that time; I met him and his son. I was on 
Mr. Hallam s steps, but I don t know whether that was before the 
case or after—if you want me to give an answer to all the times I 
have seen him. 

Q. I p to that time had there been any occasion for you to speak 
with Mr. Bride as to whether you were going to carrv "out the con¬ 
tract with him? 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to as immaterial, incompe¬ 
tent and irie^ ant, and besides that it is immaterial whether or not 
there was occasion to speak to him. The question should be whether 
or not as a matter of fact he did speak to him.) 

A. I never considered anything at all of the contract, never 
thought it to be any good; and I didn’t think Mr. Bride did, either. 
It never come before me. It went on for two or three years and 
I didn’t pay no attention to it at all. When I heard about 
288 the contract it seems I tried to sell the ground and Mr. Bride 

went over and filed it in court against me; and that had been 
nearly three years. 

Q. Soon after Mr. Hallam had advised you of the termination of 
that suit what if any statement did Mr. Bride make to vou about 
conveying him the property? A. I don’t know that he made any 
unless it was the talk in front of Mr. Hallam’s office. 

Q. Did Mr. Hallam ever write you a letter? A. I don’t know 
whether he did or not. I think he did, but I am not sure. 
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Q. I hand you a letter and ask you if you received that in the 
course of the mail? A. (Reading letter.) Yes, I received this 
letter, T received this from Mr. Hallam. 

Q. When you received that letter what did you say? A. I made 
arrangement to pay Mr. Hallam—nobody else would pay him. 

(Mr. Edwards: I offer this letter in evidence and ask that the 
examiner mark the same, “Defendants’ Exhibit, J. C. R., No. 2” 
and file the same.) 

(Mr. Richardson: The letter is objected to as incompetent, im¬ 
material and irrelevant, and (after reading letter) we object to 
this letter as not being binding upon us in any way, it being a 
letter to the witness from his own counsel.) 

Q. Mr. Reeves, when did you come around to see me—about? 
A. About the time I got that letter. 

Q. Were the matters involved in this affair the reason why you 
came to see me? A. Yes, sir. 

289 (Mr. Richardson : We object to any matters involved in 
the letter, as being immaterial and incompetent.) 

(Mr. Bride: We request counsel for defendants to produce the 
letter that was enclosed in the letter which has been offered in evi¬ 
dence, and which is referred to in the last-named letter as having 
been enclosed therein.) 

(Mr. Edwards: I will offer the letter in due time. 

(Mr. Bride: T insist that it go in the record now. 

(Mr. Richardson: We ask counsel for Mr. Reeves to produce the 
letter which we call for, which was enclosed in the one just offered 
in evidence, and which is now present in court and which is re¬ 
ferred to in the letter just offered in evidence. 

(Mr. Ridout: I suggest that counsel for plaintiff conduct their 
case in accordance with the rules of evidence and submit it to the 
judgment of the court, 

(Mr. Richardson : The letter being now present in court we de¬ 
mand that letter.) 

Q. Mr. Reeves, when you went to Judge Hallam after the termi¬ 
nation of this suit to ask him to serve you further in the matter, 
what did he say to you at that interview about his now representing 
the plaintiff? 

(Mr. Richardson : We object to the question on the ground that 
it is immaterial and incompetent, and is but a self-serving declara¬ 
tion.) 

A. He told me he couldn’t serve both of us; both of us were his 
clients. 

Q. Did he express any opinion to you as to whether or not the 
contract could be enforced against you? A. No, sir. 

290 Q. State for what reason you came to see me, Mr. Reeves? 

(Mr. Richardson: Objected to as incompetent and irrelevant.) 

A. I came to see you in regard to the case to see if you would 
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get me a loan on the property, so that I could pay Mr. Hallam and 
some tax bills, and because all of Mr. Bride’s dealings were off. 

Q Did you at any time after that lead Mr. Bride to believe that 
you were going to comply with the agreement you had signed with 
him—-that is to say, after the Howison case? A. I never lead him 
to believe that I was ever in 'the world going to comply with three 
thousand dollars and pay the costs of the suit. I never told him I 
believed that for one moment—and he never believed it. either. 

Q. After the termination of that suit which Mr. Slater had waged 
for you did you, after that, ever lead Mr. Bride to believe you were 
going to convey to him the property for three thousand dollars? 
A. I never did lead him to believe that, except that I was willing 
to convey it for three thousand dollars and him to pay expenses. 

Q. After that suit was ended what opportunities had you for sell¬ 
ing the property? A. I had a chance to sell the property to a man 
by the name of Green. 

Q. When? A. I couldn’t give the date, but it was after the 
suit. 

291 Q. Shortly, or long after the suit? A. Not verv long 
after. 

Q. What was Green’s offer? A. Green s offer was five cents a 
foot for the whole two squares. Then Green made another offer, 
of four cents for the square on the canal, and six cents a foot for 
the square on first street ; which T expected would average five cents 
a foot for both squares. 

Q, Can you tell how much that amounted to in money? A. 
About six thousand dollars or a little more, or closely to that: six 
thousand any way. 

Q. Mr. Reeves, what is the impression down there as to the pros¬ 
pects of the Government taking that property? 

(Mr. Richardson : We object to the question as immaterial, in¬ 
competent and irrelevant, as what the expectation is has nothing to 
do with it. Again, there is nothing to show who it is that is ex¬ 
pecting or whether such expectation is reasonable, or when the ex¬ 
pectation may he realized. 

Q. What has actually been done there in the way of development 
by the Government? A. Well, the Star says they condemned ono 
whole square near there, right below this property. 

(Mr. Richardson : We object to what the witness saw in the 
Star.) 

Q. Do you know the number of that square? A. I do not. I 
do, but I can’t recall it just now. 

Q. How far is it from this ground of yours? A. About two and 
a half squares: or three, at the most. 

Q. What effect has what the Government has done had 
292 on the value of the ground down there. A. It has boomed 
the ground up a good deal. There has been a great deal of 
work on the water front. 

Q. Is the canal now to he closed? A. Yes, sir. 
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Q. If the Arsenal grounds are extended eastward would the ex¬ 
tension take in this property? 

(Mr. Richardson: Question objected to as hypothetical.) 

A. Yes, it would take both squares. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

X Q. Mr. Reeves, are you sober now? A. Yes, sir; I am. 

X Q. Entirely sober? A. Yes, sir; and I have been, for a year. 
X Q. Were you sober on the first day of the examination here, 
when we were taking our evidence? A. I have been sober for a 
year. 

X Q. Were you sober when you signed your answer in this case? 
A. I don’t know when that was signed. I think I was. 

X Q. ^ oil don’t suppose that your counsel would permit you to 
sign a paper when you were drunk? A. I don’t come around to my 
counsel when I am drunk; if I can help. 

X Q. Can you say whether or not you were drunk when you 
signed your answer in this case? A. I was sober. 

293 X Q. Mr. Reeves, I ask you again to look at the word 
“Seal” on this paper, which has been marked by the ex¬ 
aminer “F. A”; and I call your attention to the fact that your wife 
has testified that according to her best judgment that word “Seal” 
is your handwriting; and T will ask you if that makes any difference 
in vour mind as to whether that is in your handwriting? A. My 
wife may tell what is true about that, but that is not my writing. 
It is very much like my handwriting, but I don’t think my wife 
testified that it really was my handwriting. 

X Q. But you sav it is very much like your handwriting? A. 
Yes, but I never signed it. 

X Q. You say that word “Seal” was not there when vou signed 
this paper? A. No, sir. 

X Q. You know it was not there? A. I didn’t see it there. 
That is the first time I ever saw it in my life—when the paper was 
handed to me. 

X Q. But you remember now the distinct fact that.it was not 
there when you signed the paper? A. To the best of mv remem¬ 
brance it was not there when T signed that paper—to the best of 
my knowledge. 

X Q. Is it a fact that Mr. Slater misstated the contents of that 
paper to you? A. I don’t know as Mr. Slater read the paper to me 
or misrepresented it; and I don’t know as Mr. Bride did 

294 either. 

X Q. You don’t think that either Mr. Slater or Mr. Bride 
intentionally misrepresented the contents of that paper to you? A. 
John Soran just wrote the paper out, under Mr. Bride’s directions'. 
That is the way the paper was written. I didn’t bother anything 
about the paper. I got the sixty dollars and went on a big drunk. 
X Q. When did you first discover that Mr. Slater had inten- 
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^ 1, . y K m tM Pre ^ 1,ed the C0,,te " t3 <’ f ^at paper to you? A I 
don t think Mr. Slater ever stated that contract to me; he never 
stated any contract to me. 

X Q. But you are sure in the conviction that Mr. Slater did not 
ever misstate, intentionally, the contents of that paper to vou’ A* 

read it to me y ‘ 6 ^ 1 don ’‘ think Mr. Slater ever 

tente of if" intentionally mislead you as to the con¬ 

tents of it. A. I don t know whether he knew what the contract 

X Q Do you think that Mr. Bride ever intentionally misstated the 

7 ha \° f Mr pe , r? A v Thev kne "- T would no i77v paper 

llM k " Kl; a'7;, kne "', T con,d not Ki'’e them my property f" 
three thousand dollars when there was oyer twentv-five hundred 
dollars expenses against it; they knew T couldn’t do that 

it at Lfr* '"City-five hundred dollars expenses against 

" 5 fhont f °l clenn i n « ,he (it,e ' n nd the water tax; which would 
in * j , m, ' lke ”P the twenty-five hundred. There was two nr 
three tax deeds out against it. that different people taken out for it 

i *£»«• no telling what would have to be paid for them ’ 
A Q. Did you ever pay Mr. Slater anything? A No T let him 

W-VY d /v ent f ? r h ! s m °ney. I didn’t' protest it, I don’t reraem- 
v i' T . llni Ret a judgment by default. 

A q Do you know who paid the tax on the property’ \ T naid 
a good many, mvself 1 y ’ P a,<1 

4 i,, 1 - krf ■» 

to S ’*i b “ n * lin “ ; * ,on * to, 

th ,Ji ™ A - T "** it ™ rtik- 

sSsHrr-g* s r ¥** 

r - =*■ l i 3 

X Q. Hon do you know that? A. Because T know it 
of my Q kn^lX rem€n,ber ‘ " * disti " Ct fart? A To the best 

296 \prJr y otiz sac 

tion to it; and Mr. RHde didn’t' "if "iTonTthtokT @ T? 
considered it a contract. * t,nnk Mr - Brlde 

X Q. Were you sober the next morning? A. No, sir. 
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X Q. Your wife has testified that you were sober the next morn¬ 
ing? A. My wife was mistaken. I got up and was around, but 1 
was not sober. The last time I was drunk my wife did not know it. 
I was so drunk I could hardly walk; and at the house, too. 

X Q. Do you mean to say that you were so drunk in the pres¬ 
ence of your wife that you could not walk, and she did not know it? 
X. Q. I mean to say that I have been drunk and my wife did not 
know that I was drunk. I don’t say I was so drunk I couldn’t walk; 
but I have been in the presence of my wife when I would have to 
steady myself and get out of the house; and they did not know it, 
they didn’t know I was drunk—because I was very smart when I 
was drunk. 

X Q. Mr. Reeves, do you remember as well what you are doing 
when you are drunk as when you are sober? A. No. 

X Q. What was your condition when you were drunk. 

297 Would you to able to remember all the things you did? A. 
They would come up to me sometimes. I have been drunk 

- and been carried home in carriages—have been to places and done 
things, I have been told about, that I would go on the stand and 
swear I had not done. 

X Q. In other words, if I understand your answer, when you are 
drunk you don’t remember what you are doing? A. 0, ves; I 
could tell some matters. Any drunken man remembers some things, 
and some things he don’t. Especially this paper I remember be¬ 
cause I carried it home and my wife she got after me about it. The 
paper would make me remember about it. 

X Q. Would the paper make you remember that upon the other 
paper there was no seal, the paper that you have in your possession, 
and which you could not have possibly seen for sometime? A. I 
go by that other seal because that is not in my handwriting. I did 
not write that. 

X Q. But you have distinctly stated under oath that the seal 
was not on this paper when you signed it? A. I say it was not. 

X Q. If you were intoxicated, as you say, on that occasion how 
is it you remember that fact? A. I was not sick that morning so 
much as I always am after drinking the night before. 

X Q. \\ ere \ r ou sober enough to be able to remember after this 
lapse of time that when you .signed that paper on that occasion there 
was not a seal on this instrument? A. I was sober enough to re¬ 
member that I never sign my name to any paper of any kind 

298 without particularly looking at my name to see what was at 
the end of the paper—at the end of my name. 

X Q. Did you not just now state that you did not sign any such 
paper without looking particularly to see what was in the ‘paper. 
Did you not just now state that? A. No. I said I looked at the end 
of my name. I didn’t say I looked to see what was in the paper. 

X Q. You* say you did look particularly at your name to see 
what was adjacent to that, did you not? A. Not particularly. I 
always look when 1 sign my name. I knew there was nothing at 
the end of my name. There was no seal at the end of my name 
when I signed that paper. 
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X Q. And you remember that as a distinct fact? A. Yes, I re¬ 
member that. To the best of my knowledge there was no seal 
there. 

X Q. \\ ho first brought this property to your attention for the 
purpose of selling? A. I don’t quite understand that question. 

X Q. As a result of this contract who was it that first brought up 
the question of a sale of that property under this contract? A. 
What, the contract here? 

X Q. Yes? A. I can’t say. 1 might have done it myself. We 
were all sitting there in the oflice that morning. I think 1 offered 
to sell it to Mr. Slater, and he didn’t seem to have any money at 
that time; but 1 told Mr. Slater 1 was going to sell it if I could get 
three thousand dollars and get out of the law suit; if any- 

299 body would give me that and take the law suits off* the prop¬ 
erty, which I considered was worth six thousand dollars; 

that allowed them three thousand dollars to settle for the property, 
which I thought was a good deal for anybody. 

X Q. Did you not tell Mr. Bride on that occasion spoken of that 
you would have sold it to Mr. Slater if he had the money for it? A. 
Yes, and I would have sold it to anybody else that would have given 
me three thousand dollars clear for it. 

X Q. Did you not tell Mr. Bride you had to buy feed? ' A. I 
may have told Mr. Bride I was hard up and had to buy feed. 

X Q. How long after you signed that contract and took it home 
did you understand its contents? A. I couldn’t sav; mav !>e. a 
week. I think my wife read it to me. 

X Q. Don’t you agree with your wife that you explained it to 
to her? A. I might have. 

X Q. When did you go to Mr. Bride to get another forty dollars? 
A. I can’t give the date. 

X Q. How long after the contract was signed? A. I can’t say 

that. 

X Q. Well, was it ten days? A. No. It might have been two or 
three weeks, and again it might have been two or three days. 

A. It was not so long a time as a week? A. I couldn’t say. 

300 X Q. You testified that you understood the contract after 
your wife had read it? A. I always understood the contract 

that T was to get three thousand dollars and they were to take the 
property and pay expenses—and take the ground. 

X Q.. Your wife has testified that it was explained and under¬ 
stood between vou the next morning; and vou have said that you 
subsequently went and got forty dollars from Mr. Bride; and you 
have testified that the time was more than a week after, and you have 
said that you understood the contract within a week? A. T might 
have understood it within a w^ek, it might have been a week; T 
don’t know about the contract. I don’t know whether my wife read 
it to me the next morning or not. 

X Q. Why? A. A man can’t remember things when he gets 
the way I did. TTe don’t know what he was doing. I got out there 
as soon as I could. 

X Q. You have already testified that you remember the simple 
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fact that there was no seal at the end of your name and, if I under¬ 
stand your position, you mean to say that you were drunk at the time 
you signed this contract? A. I was under the influence of liquor. 

X Q. If you can remember the fact that there was no seal there, 
so distinctly, how is it that you can’t remember that your wife ex¬ 
plained this paper to you the next morning, as she says she did? A. 
I might have been more under the influence of liquor the 

301 next morning than I was the morning 1 signed the con¬ 
tract. 

X Q. You say Mr. Green made a contract with you about this 
property? A. No. I haven’t said he made a contract with me. 
I said I sold Mr. Green some property. 

X Q. Wasn’t there a contract signed as a result of that sale? A. 
There was no contract. 1 gave him a deed. 

X Q. Were you sober when you gave him that deed? A. I don’t 
know; I don’t think I was. 

X Q. Did your wife sign that deed? A. I think she did. 

X Q. Did you think your wife would join in a deed when you 
were drunk? A. 1 don’t know. As I told you before, my wife 
sometimes didn’t know when I was drunk. 

X Q. You have more confidence in your wife than to suppose 
that she would agree to sign a deed with you when you were drunk? 
A. My wife or nobody else couldn’t do anything with me when I 
was drunk. 

X Q. But she could refuse to sign a deed when you were drunk? 
A. I don’t say that I was drunk, I say I might have been. 

X Q, Do you remember whether your wife was present when 
you signed the paper and signed it with you? A. I think she was, 
but I am not sure. 

302 X Q. She was present and signed the deed with you? A. 
I think she signed it. I don’t know whether she signed with 

me or not. 

X Q. When you sold this property to Mr. Green, one square at 
four cents a foot—or attempted to sell it—one for four and one for 
six cents a foot, it included your wife’s dower right, did it not? A. 
I guess it did. 

X Q. Did Mr. Green know you had this prior contract with Mr 
Bride? 

(Mr. Ridout: It is objected that witness cannot say what Mr. 
Green knew.) 

* X Q. Did you ever talk with Mr. Green alxmt the prior con¬ 
tract you had with Mr. Bride? A. I think he knew it. 

X Q. Did he know when he took his deed? A. 1 think so. 

X Q. Had you told him? A. I had. 

X Q. About the only thing you objected to to this contract was the 
expense of the suit and of clearing the title; was that it? A. I ob¬ 
jected to it always, and when I sold some ground to Mr. Green I 
told him how it was; that I did not consider it any contract at all 
and no attempts had been made for two or three years. Mr. Bride 
had not done anything about it until a few days before the three 

19—2510a 


146 


cotter t. bride vs. .tames c. reeves et al. 


years’ limit would have been up, and then he goes over there and 
files a bill about it. I suppose the sale would cost me pretty near 
as much as the property is worth. And if I had to go on and 

303 live up to the contract with Mr. Bride I would have to pay 
Mr. Bride about five hundred dollars to take my two squares 

of ground; I would have to give him that much to take it off my 
hands. 

X Q. You know you had referred to this contract? A. I don’t 
know that I did. 

X Q. And you told Mr. Green that? A. I don’t know whether 
I did. I won’t say for certain whether I did or not. 

X Q. What did you do with the money Mr. Green gave you on 
those two lots you sold him? A. 1 got four hundred dollars of that 
money, in cash. There was fifteen hundred dollars of it, if 1 am 
not mistaken, left in somebody’s hands to pay Mr. Slater’s judg¬ 
ment, and other judgments against the property. 

X Q. In whose hands was that left? A. I heard it was left in the 
hands of a man named Ross. 

X Q. What Ross? A. I don't know. 1 never seen the man. 

X Q. When was the money so left in his hands? A. At the time 
I sold the property to Mr. Green it was left in Mr. Ross’ hands to 
pay taxes, to pay Mr. Slater’s judgment and other judgments that 
was against me. Mr. Slater had bought up some judgments against 
me that he held. 

X Q. You remember being in this office, do you not, a couple of 
weeks ago one Saturday afternoon, when we were taking tes- 

304 timony? A. Yes, sir. I don’t know whether it was Satur¬ 
day. 

X Q. Were you sober then? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. Do you remember having talked with Mr. Bride, Sr., and 
young Mr. Bride? A. I do. 1 remember them having a conversa¬ 
tion, but I don’t remember what the conversation was. 

X Q. Do you remember you stated at that time that you wanted 
Mr. Bride to have this property under this contract all the time, but 
that Mr. Edwards would not let you? A. I never said to anyone 
I wanted to have them under contract. I stated these facts: I .told 
Mr. Bride and young Mr. Bride that I always wanted his father to 
have that property. That was the words I used, and I wanted his 
father to have it at the price of three thousand dollars and to pay 
the costs of the suit. I don’t know as 1 mentioned that word, con¬ 
tract. There was no difference. I would rather, the way I felt in 
the matter, for Mr. Bride to have the property than for Mr. Green. 
My idea was, because if Mr. Bride had it I could still use the prop¬ 
erty, where, if Mr. Green bought the property he had a man to 
put on it; and I was willing to sell for three thousand dollars and 
expenses at any time. 

X Q. And did you further say that if you could get out of it even 
now you would be satisfied? A. I would be willing now to get out 
of it for three thousand dollars cash, they to pay expenses. 

X Q. What expenses do you mean? 
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(Mr. Ridout: In so far as the defendant Green is con- 

305 cerned a motion will be made to strike out the testimony of 
the witness as to his preferences on the subject of this con¬ 
troversy as being immaterial and not binding upon the defendant 
Green.) 

X Q. Did you say that those were your views all the time? A. 
What views? 

X Q. Your views that you have expressed, that you would want 
Mr. Bride to have the property all the time? A. For three thou¬ 
sand dollars cash and to pay off the expenses of the law suit. 

X Q. And Mr. Edwards would not let you? A. I don’t know that 
Mr. Edwards did say that. 

X Q. What do you mean by “expenses of the law suit?” A. 
What it cost to clear the property, deeds of trust that is on it, and 
all the rest of the costs people has put me to. 

X Q. All that occurred after your contract with Mr. Bride, did it 
not? A. I had been to a good deal of expense on it before the con¬ 
tract with Mr. Bride—two hundred dollars on it. 

X Q. There were no other expenses that were upon it before the 
contract? A. There was certain taxes—water main, and lots of tax 
bills, and tax deeds. 

X Q. That was all you know of? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. There was no borrowed money? A. No. 

X Q. Did not Mr. Bride himself pay off those taxes? A. 

306 No. He paid a few dollars on them. 

X Q. You say that notwithstanding the evidence you had 
before you in the production of tax receipts by Mr. Bride in the 
taking of our testimony? A. I don’t know as I seen any tax bills. 

X Q. Were you present at all the sessions? A. I was. 

X Q. Did you not see and hear the production of tax bills and 
receipts which Mr. Bride put in evidence here in the office? A. I 
heard a list gone over by Mr. Manogue, of about one hundred or 
one hundred and twenty-five dollars, may be; something like that. 
That is the best of my recollection. 

X Q. You knew, did you not, that Mr. Bride was paying those 
taxes in your name at the time? A. He only took up a few of those 
bills. Mr. Bride never paid any taxes in years. 

X Q. Didn’t you state a little while ago that you asked Mr. Bride 
to pay those taxes? A. I asked him to pay some receipts, and the 
ones Tasked him to pay Mr. Hallam held, and they were to be tax 
deeds. They were over due. That was the only time I asked him 
to pay, that I remember. 

X Q. Did you not tell Mr. Bride when you signed this contract 
that you did not examine a letter from him to you about the sale? 
A. Not unless I did not % know what I was doing. I bought the 
ground and got deeds for it and paid for it. • 

X Q. What did you say in front of Mr. Hallam’s office, 

307 or what did Mr. Bride say to you? A. The morning I met 
him there I can’t hardly remember the conversation. I think 

the two Mr. Brides were together and they were just passing by and 
a remark was made. I don’t know what remark I made. 
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X Q. Why not? A. It was just a passing remark the two made 
as they were passing by. 

X Q. Were you drinking at the time? A. Not in the morning. 
I was with Mr. Shipley. I think, if I am not mistaken, that I was 
with Mr. Shipley. 

X Q. You say you can’t remember anything of that conversa¬ 
tion? A. I remember they said something to me. I hollered out 
some answer; I don’t know what it was. 

X Q. What did they say to you? A. I don’t know, I couldn’t 
tell you. 

X Q. What did you answer? A. I couldn’t tell you that. 

X Q. Did you meet Mr. Bride in the lunch room, Fifth and E 
streets, one day; or outside of it, and have a conversation with him 
at that time? A. Not as I know of. 

X Q. Did you not meet Mr. Bride, Sr., once in front of the Treas¬ 
ury Department and have a talk with him about the matter? A. 
Not that I know of. 

X Q. Did you get a letter from Mr. Bride in which he stated his 
position in the matter to you about this sale? A. If I did 

308 I gave it to my attorney. 

X Q. When did you give it to your attorney? A. I don’t 

know. 

X Q. Recentlv? A. No. I suppose, when I got it, 

X Q. Did you ever read it? A. Of course I suppose I read it. I 

most always read all the mail I get. 

X Q. You are able to recall distinctly the receipt of the letter 
accompanving it? A. I don’t know what was in it. 

X Q. Did you not immediately read the letter and go and band 

it to your attorney? A. 0, yes. 

X Q. Are vou able to say, and do you say, that you cannot recall 
the contents of the other letter that accompanied that letter? A. I 
can’t sav. I can’t say what the contents of that letter was. 

X Q." And do you now decline to produce that other letter that 
accompanied the letter which was offered in evidence? A. I don’t 
know anything about it. 

(Mr. Edwards: Counsel for defendants will attend to that matter 

in his own way and at the proper time.) . 

X Q. Did you not see the letter in that letter and which is now in 

the custody or possession of Mr. Ridout and Mr. Edwards? A. The 
onlv letter I have seen is the one Mr. Edwards handed me, Air. 
Hallam’s letter. 

309 X Q Did you not hear counsel demand the production ot 
the other letter, which Mr. Ridout and Mr. Edwards refused 

to produce? A. I heard him demand some letter. 

X Q. And did you not see that letter in their possession ' A. No, 

I did not, 

(Mr. Richardson: This is the termination of the cross-examina¬ 
tion of this witness, and counsel move to strike out the entire testi¬ 
mony of the witness on the ground of the refusal of counsel to pro¬ 
duce that letter; and especially the deposition of this witness.) 
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Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Reeves, when did you first discover that Mr. Bride claimed 
that he was to get your property for three thousand dollars and you 
to pay the expenses; taxes, liens and everything? A. After the 
decree was granted to me. 

(Mr. Richardson: Objected to as not proper redirect examina¬ 
tion. 

(Mr. Ridout: Mr. Examiner, read over the last question to wit¬ 
ness: . 

(Immediately preceding question read over.) 

A. I answered that. Sometime after the decree. 

Q. Up to that time had you understood the purport, the meaning 
of that paper which you had signed? A. I paid no attention to 
that paper whatever, paid no more attention than if it had never 
been wrote. 

Q. Did you know that it was intended to be what Mr. Bride 
afterwards asserted that it was? 

(Mr. Richardson: It is objected as matter of law that the witness 
having admitted that he retained the paper in his possession 
310 for a long time and then claiming as matter of law or of 
fact that he did not know its contents, he is bound by the 
circumstance that he did have the paper in his possession and an 
opportunity to know and understand it. 

(Immediately preceding question read over to witness.) 

A. No, I did not. 

Adjourned, to Saturday, February 24, 1912, at 10 o’clock a. m. 

February 24, 1912—10 a. m. 

Met pursuant to adjournment, at the office of IV.- Walton Edwards, 
to continue taking of testimony for defendants. 

Present : The plaintiff. Mr. 0. T. Bride—(no counsel for plaintiff 
appearing.) 

Present for the defendants: Mr. W. Walton Edwards, of counsel; 
the defendant J. C. Reeves, and witness summoned for defendant-. 

Mr. Edwards: I received last night a telephone message from the 
wife of Mr. Mason N. Richardson, stating that Mr. Richardson was 
very ill and in bed, and requested a continuance of at least two 
weeks, and I informed her that the request would be granted, but 
that if Mr. Richardson recovered and was ready to go on before that 
period I would like to go on. And I also telephoned to Mr. Bride, of 
counsel for plaintiff, the substance of the interview, and that is the 
reason why Mr. Bride is not here. 

Adjourned, to March 9, 1912, at same place and horn*—10 A. M. 

T. H. FITNAM, 

Examiner in Chancery. 
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311 Met, March 9, 1912, pursuant to adjournment, and Mr. 
Richardson still being sick, and on account of death in plain¬ 
tiff’s family, adjourned subject to notice. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

******* 

Take notice that I shall on Saturday, March 16, 1912 at 2 P. M. 
at my offices in the Equity Building, proceed to take testimony in 
behalf of the defendants in above entitled cause. 

W. WALTON EDWARDS,. 

Of Counsel for Def 'ts. 

Mr. M. N. Richardson, Fendall Building; Mr. William W. Bride, 
Century Building; Mr. I). O'C. Callaghan, Ames Building, Coun¬ 
sel for Plaintiff. 

Copy of above by mail. March 13, 1912. 

Met, Saturday, March 16, 1912, same place pursuant to notice. 
Present, Messrs. W. Walton Edwards and John Ridout, for de¬ 
fendants, Mr. William Henry White and Mr. Daniel O’C. Callaghan, 
of counsel for plaintiff; Mr. Cotter T. Bride, plaintiff, and Mr. 
James C. Reeves, one of defendants; whereupon, Mr. William E. 
Poulton, Mr. William Henry Dennis, Mr. George A. Norris, Mr. 
James C. Reeves (defendant), and Mr. W. Walton Edwards (of 
counsel), having each been duly sworn, testified severally in the 
cause of Bride vs. Reeves, et al., Equity No. 29,187, as here- 

312 inafter respectively appears. 

(Mr. White: I am advised that Mr. Mason N. Richard¬ 
son, one of the attorneys for the plaintiff, is seriously ill, for which 
reason Mr. Bride has asked me—yesterday—to appear for him in 
this case, and I am today advised by Mr. William W. Bride that 
his physician has ordered him to leave the city for a rest and, pur¬ 
suant to that advice he left the city this afternoon. I have not had 
time to look at either the record or the testimony, and I ask that I 
be allowed to cross-examine such witnesses as I may desire at an¬ 
other hearing. 

(Mr. Edwards: I would like for you to finish your cross-exami¬ 
nation of Mr. Poulton and Mr. Dennis today, as they are under 
subpoena to appear here, and their testimony will be very short. 

(Mr. White: I can’t agree to that, as I haven’t the slightest idea 
as to the nature of their testimony nor the materiality of it. 

(Mr. Edwards: I insist that you finish your cross-examination 
of them when they are produced here today. 

(Mr. White: I last evening called Mr. Edwards on the phone, 
told him I had been asked to come into the case and stated the 
reasons therefor. He then said he had but two witnesses other than 
Mr. Reeves and that they would testify as to the value of the property 
involved, and that only. And he further stated that if I would be 
there it would be entirely agreeable to him that I might cross- 
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examine witnesses at another hearing. Under the circumstances I 
object to the taking of the testimony of these witnesses before leaving 
the city. Mr. William W. Bride telephoned me and said 
313 that during the time of the taking of the plaintiff’s testimony 
it had frequently happened that the defendants’ counsel had 
l>een allowed to cross-examine after the testimony in chief had been 
written up and that he therefore had no doubt that a similar plan 
could be followed here. 

(Mr. Edwards: Counsel for defendants thinks that Mr. White 
has concluded from a telephone conversation just a little incorrectly, 
but that is a comparatively immaterial matter, and I don’t wish 
under the circumstances to interpose any delay if I can help it, and 
don't want these two witnesses to be brought back here for cross- 
examination. Counsel for defendants states that there are other 
counsel for the plaintiff and for that reason I don’t see that Mr. 
White should have the whole matter under his control. 

(Mr. Daniel O’C. Callaghan: I am named as being among 
counsel for plaintiff. While I am of counsel for plaintiff I would 
say that I have never participated at all in the taking of depositions, 
my share of the work as co-counsel has been with respect to the 
pleadings and the law; and it did happen at one time that I was 
called by the defendants (?) as their witness, and so testified. And 
I do not intend today to participate in the taking of any depositions 
by way of interrogating any of the witnesses but leave that to Mr. 
William H. White, as he has previously announced. 

(Mr. Edwards: Counsel for defendants deny that they ever 
called Mr. Callaghan as a witness or used him as such on behalf of 
the defendants. Counsel further states that if after examination 
of these witnesses Mr. White wants them produced for further 
cross-examination he will be accommodated. 






314 Mr. William E. Poulton, Jr. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Poulton, please state you- full name? A. William E. 
Poulton, Jr. 

Q. You are a member of the bar? A. I am but not a practicing 
one. 

Q. You know the plaintiff and the defendant? A. Yes, sir; 1 
know Mr. Bride and Mr. Reeves. 

Q. You also know Mr. John G, Slater? A. I do. 

Q. Mr. Poulton, several years ago you filed a suit, did you not, in 
behalf of Mr. Reeves, to quiet title to property. A. I did. 

Q. Who employed you to do it? 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as immaterial. 

A. Mr. Slater. 

Q. You know the terms of the contract with Mr. Reeves? A. It 
has been so long ago that I don’t remember the exact terms. I 
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believe the contract will speak for itself but 
sion- 


am of the impres- 


^ty ect t0 witneas stating contents of the paper.) 

that beeves was in possession of some ten or twelve lots, I don’t 
remember exactly of which he had been in possession for more than 
twenty } ears, and that he desired to have the title to them quieted 
In pursuance of this I examined the titles to these various lots and 
hied a bill to quiet title. 

315 Q. I)o you know’ the contract price that Reeves_ 

(Mr. W hite: I object to that as not the best evidence. The con¬ 
tract speaks lor itself; and I will ask whether that contract is in 
writing, and it Mr. Boulton saw r it. 

A. I drew the contract up, but don t remember the price; that i* 
not within my recollection. ^ 

Q. W hat were you to get out of that? 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as immaterial and irrelevant.) 

A. I was to receive one-lialf. 

Q. Did you ever receive anything? 

(Mr. W hite : Same objection.) 

A. No. After the filing of the hill I practically abandoned pro¬ 
ceedings bor the examination of the titles I have received nothing. 

Q. Mr. 1 oulton, have you been approached bv Mr. John G 
olater to give testimony in this case? 


(Mr. W 7 hite: Same objection.) 

A. Mr. Slater met me on the street some two or three w’eeks ago 

i t "’ lietlier lt was ln the course of conversation or 

whether he directly brought up the subject, 1 would not like to sav 
but m any event he told me that certain proceedings had been 
brought against Reeves and that Mr. Reeves in his plea had alleged 
that he was in such a state by reason of the excessive use of in¬ 
toxicants that he did not know what he was doing at the time of 
the alleged contract between him and Mr. Bride. 

(Mr. White: I move to strike this whole line of testimony out 
as hearsay.) J 


Witness: I told him that I knew nothing whatsoever 
dlb about the case, that I wasn’t associated with him in his office 
at-the time and knew nothing about Mr. Reeves’ condition 
or anything m respect to any arrangement between him and Mr 
Bride. 


Q. Mr. Poulton, you are brought here under subpoena? A Yes 
sir. ’ 

Q- ^ ben you first appeared here about three weeks ago you met 
Mr. Bride and walked out of the ofliee that day with him and w r ent 
up the street and met Mr. Callaghan? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you discuss this case with him? A. Not at all 
Q. Did they ask you wdiat you were here for? 
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(Mr. White: Unless counsel is prepared professionally to state 
that he is surprised by the answers of the witness I object to this 
cross-examination of his own witness. 

(Mr. White: No cross-examination.) 

WILLIAM E. POULTON, Jr. 

Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 19 day of 
Sept. A. D. 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

Mr. William Henry Dennis. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Dennis, if 1 am right your name is in full Mr. William 
Henry Dennis, and you are a member of the bar? A. Yes, sir; 
to both questions. 

Q. Are you agent for, or do you represent, any persons 

317 or any property down in that locality known as Buzzards’ 
Point, near the canal, South Washington? A. I do represent 

persons interested in land in that part of the city. Partly as one 
of the executors of the last will of the late Thomas G. Berret, and 
partly under a deed from the heirs of the late John J. Berret. From 
memoranda which I have here I can state just the lots and squares. 

Q. Do so, if you please? A. In square No. 606, lots 4, 6 and 9; in 
square 607, lots 2, 3, 4, 6, and 9; in square 665, lots 6, 7, and 10. 

Q. Mr. Dennis, what do you consider that property worth, which 
you represent? 

(Mr. White: I object for so many reasons I would not undertake 
to state all of them. The first is: the witness has not qualified him¬ 
self as an expert; the next is, he hasn’t shown any familiarity with 
the property; the third is, that the present value of the property is 
irrelevant and immaterial to any of the issues in this case. There 
are others that are so obvious that I won’t mention them. 

Q. Have you had any definite offer for that property? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. I have. 

Q. What? 

(Mr. White: That question is also objected to, on the ground that 
an offer for property is not the proper way to fix its value; next, 
that the value of the property mentioned is in no way connected with 
the property here involved.) 

Witness: I have had an offer of six cents per square foot, in 
cash, for all of the lots I have mentioned. 

318 (Mr. White: I move to strike the answer out as not re¬ 
sponsive, and for the reasons stated in my objections.) 

20—2510a 
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Q. Did you accept that offer, Mr. Dennis? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. I did not accept it. 

Q. W hat are your people holding the property for? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. The parties interested want to get about ten cents per square 
foot. 

Q. Might I ask, if not objectionable, who made that otter? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. I would prefer not to state, even were I sure from whom the 
offer came. 

(Mr. White: There will be no cross-examination, Mr. Dennis.) 

WM. HENRY DENNIS. 


Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 2" day of 
Sept. A. D., 1912. J 


T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 


Mr . George A. Norris. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Give us your full name, Mr. Norris? A. George A. Norris. 

Q. Where do you reside, Mr. Norris? A. 209 Ninth street south¬ 
west. 

Q. How long have you resided there? A. Twenty-eight or thirty 
years. 

319 Q. Do you know Mr. James C. Reeves, one of the defend¬ 
ants in this suit? A. I do. 

Q. How long have you known him? A. Ever since I have been 
living at that present place. 

Q. Mr. Norris, what has been Mr. Reeves’ condition for the past 
ten years with respect to the use of intoxicants? 

(Mr. White: Objected to as irrelevant; incompetent and imma¬ 
terial, not tending to prove or disprove any of the issues in the case.) 

A. It was just what I would call an habitual drunkard up until 
the last twelve or fourteen months. 

Q. How often would he become intoxicated? 

(Mr. White: I make the same objection to all this line of testi¬ 
mony. If it. is agreeable to Mr. Ridout one objection shall be made 
to all this line of testimony. 

(Mr. Ridout: I think that would save time.) 

Witness: Lots of times it would be every day, and sometimes a 
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day or two; but he seemed to be under the influence all the time, 
sometimes worse than at others. 

Q. Mr. Norris, when Mr. Reeves is under the influence of liquor 
is he in your opinion capable of attending to business, looking out 
for himself in business transactions? 

(Mr. White: Same objection. A further objection to this ques¬ 
tion is that the witness is not qualified to answer.) 

A. I don’t think he is. 

Q.,Mr. Norris, did you ever learn anything of an alleged trans¬ 
action between Mr. Reeves and Mr. Bride for the sale of this 

320 Reev-s property? A. He told me he had an agreement with 
Mr. Bride to buy the ground at a certain figure and Mr. Bride 

was to become responsible for the debts that was on it. 

(Mr. White: T move to strike out the answer of witness as not 
responsive, as a self-serving declaration and as hearsay.) 

Q. Mr. Norris, you own property adjoining that of Mr. Reeves? 
A. Yes. 

Q. What is that property worth? 

(Mr. White: We object to this question as incompetent, irrele¬ 
vant and immaterial; and further, that the value of this witness’ 
property is no measure of the value of the property involved in the 
case; and, further, the witness has not qualified as an expert. 

Q. Mr. Norris, what in your opinion is Mr. Reeves’ property 
worth? A. I think, about eight cents a foot—a square foot. 

Q. And that in your opinion is what Mr. Reeves’ property is 
worth ? 

(Mr. White: I object to the question as argumentative, and for 
the further reason that witness has not qualified as an expert, and 
that the testimony sought to be adduced is irrelevant, incompetent 
and immaterial.) 

A. Eight cents I think is about the value for both his and mine. 
Cross-examination. 

By Mr. White: 

X Q. What is your business? A. Truck gardening. 

(Mr. White: No further cross-examination.) 

GEORGE A. NORRIS. 

321 Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 26" 
dav of Sept. A. D., 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

(Mr. Edwards: I want to adjourn to Saturday next. 

(Mr. White: I think your time has expired. If Mr. Ridout 
wants to make the request I will consider it. 

(Mr. Edwards: Mr. Reeves, you take the stand- 
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Mr. James C. Reeves: Recalled. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Reeves, you are the same James C. Reeves who has been 
sworn and testified in this case in your own behalf on a former oc¬ 
casion? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Reeves, when did Mr. Bride first demand of you that you 
convey to him your property? A. Soon after I got a decree from 
court. 

Q. What did you say? A. Why, I told Mr. Bride there wasn't 
anything doing at all on the three thousand dollar price. 

Q. What did you do then? A. I went to see Mr. Hallam, the 
attorney in the case. 

Q. What did Mr. Hallam sav? 

(Mr. White: Objected to as hearsay.) 

Q, Mr. Hallam was your attorney who cleared off the title, was he 
not? A. He was attorney for both me and Mr. Bride. 

Mr. White: Aren’t you mistaken about that? 

322 A. I only go hv what Mr. Hallam said; that is all I know. 
X Q. Did Mr. Hallam tell you he couldn’t take the case 

as he was the attorney of both sides? A. That is what Mr. Hallam 
told me—that he wouldn't like to go in the case for either side. 

X Q,. What did you go to Mr. Hallam for? A. To get him to 
defend against Mr. Bride. 

X Q. Then he said he couldn’t take the case for you as he was 
attorney for you and Mr. Bride: Then what did you do? A. Then 
went across the street, over to Fifth street and met Mr. Shipley. 
I told him about it, told him I wanted to get an attorney; and he 
recommended Mr. Edwards to me. T came right over to Mr. Ed¬ 
wards’ office and stated the case to him and asked would he take 
the case. After he heard the statement he agreed to take hold of it 
and defend it. 

Mr. Edwards (continuing) : 

Q. Have you ever regretted coming to me, Mr. Reeves? A. No. 
sir. 

Q. Have you ever criticised my conduct of the case to anybody, 
especially to Mr. Bride? A. I never criticised your conduct at all. 

Q. You were intimate then with Mr. Slater,"were you not? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. What did Mr. Slater say when he learned that you had 

323 come to me? 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as leading, as hearsav and as 
irrelevant.) 

A. Mr. Slater said he rather T had gone to anyone else—most 
anvone else. 

Q. Mr. Reeves, did you ever say to. Mr. Bride anything that 
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would lead him to believe that you were' going to let him have your 
property under his contract as he demanded it? A. I never led 
Mr. Bride to believe in my life he was to have the property for three 
thousand dollars and me to pay expenses—never in my life. 

Q. Did you ever say to Mr. Bride that you wanted to get your 
money and go West? A. I don’t remember whether I did or not. 
T never had intended going West, so I don’t know whether I said it 
or not. 

Q. Are you willing to repay Mr. Bride for all he has advanced 
you? 

(Mr. White: Objected to as immaterial.) 

A. I am willing to pay him all he ever advanced to me. 

Q. Did you ever offer to repay him? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How much did you receive from him? A. I received one 
hundred dollars. 

Q,. What did you say when T informed you that Mr. Bride had 
claimed to have advanced over four hundred dollars to you? 

V 

(Mr. W hite: We object to that as a self-serving declaration.) 

A. I said I couldn’t understand to save my life when he ever 
advanced that much monev, or anything like that much 

324 money. 

Q. Mr. Beeves it has been alleged that at one time you 
were talking or discussing the case in the office of Mr. Slater, and Mr. 
Daniel O’C. Callaghan was present, talking about a certain state¬ 
ment in vour answer: Now give your version of what occurred at 
that time? 

(Mr. White: T object to the statement by counsel to witness.) 

A. Why, T went in one morning just after the bill had been filed. 
And Mr. Callaghan seemed very angry and asked why I had put 
in a statement of Mr. Bride’s and Mr. Slater’s taking me out, or, my 
taking them out—I don’t remember which it was—and getting 
them drunk. I told Mr. Callaghan there was nothing of the kind 
in the bill. He told Mr. Slater about it and Mr. Slater seemed 
angry. T told him there was nothing in the bill that stated anything 
of -that kind. Furthermore, if there was, I knew that it was'put in 
without my sav so, and that T was sure that it was not in it, as I 
had read the bill through thoroughly and knew it was not there. 

Q. You mean, when you say, “Bill, you mean your answer- 

A. I mean my answer to theirs. 

Q. Mr. Reeves, has Mr. Callaghan attempted since then to talk 
to you about the case? 

(Mr. White: Objected to as immaterial.) 

A. Why, it has been brought up may be once or twice but we 
wouldn’t talk on it. I have had other business at Mr. Slater’s office 
that had nothing to do with the case, and we just wouldn’t 

325 bring the case up at all in the place and would not talk 
about it any more. . 
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Q. Did you ever say t6 Mr. Bride that if it had not been for Mr. 
Shipley bringing you over to me and for my acting for you he 
would have had the property long ago? A. No. 

(Mr. White: Cross examination deferred until the time when it 
will be convenient for the witness and the examiner and Mr. Ridout 
to resume.) 

JAMES C. REEVES. 


Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed this 26" dav of 
Sept., A. D., 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

(M’ch 23/12. See Dep. of Chas. E. Gresham, p. 74-A.) 


By Mr. Edwards: I present Mr. Reeves for cross-examination; 
but, I want to ask Mr. Reeves one more question. Mr. Reeves, 
w’hat innovations have been introduced in the locality in which 
your property is, within the last ten years. 

(Mr. \V hite : Question objected to as improper, irrelevant and 
immaterial, and not tending to prove any of the issues in the case 
and as clearly not admissible at this stage of the case, the witness 
having been two or three times cross-examined on that point.) 

A. In the last tw T o years the people in the Arsenal have been sur 
veying over there all through my property about once a month, or 
may be, twice; and creating the impression in mv mind that my 
property was to be bought. 

(Mr. White: The testimony relating to the expectation of the 
people as to the purchase by the Government of grounds for the 
enlargement of the Arsenal is purely speculative, hearsay and im¬ 
material.) 

326 Q. Have there been other improvements? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. State w T hat they are? A. Cutting off the end of the 
point and putting a seawall around it. T understand that the Gov¬ 
ernment is to take the ground: the papers show’ that and thev 3 av 
it is all condemned. 

(Mr. White: T move to strike out the newspaper accounts as gen¬ 
eral rumor, contained in the witness’ answer.) 

Q. Have there been any rumors of the Government taking vour 
property? A. Yes, sir. * v 

Q. How long ago? A. Maybe four years, mavbe five years 

Q. Was this, rum or later than the day when you made the a<>Tee- 
ment. with Mr. Bride for him to purchase vour propertv? A Yes 
T think so. v 

(Mr. White: No cross-examination.) 

(Mr. Edwards: For the purpose of straightening the record, as 
before attempted, which may he verified by any future examination 
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of said record, I here suggest that the records of the Assessor’s office 
shows that square No. 604 contains 50,466 square feet and was 
assessed in 1905 at three cents per square feet; that square No. 605 
contains 67,494 square feet and was assessed in 1905 at three and 
four cents per square foot; that square No. 661 contains 109,484 
square feet and was assessed in the same year at three and four cents 
per square foot, except corner lots which were assessed at five cents 
per square foot. 

(Mr. W hite: Counsel for the plaintiff objects that the foregoing 
statistics are immaterial, irrelevant and incompetent to any of the 
issues in this case.) 

JAMES C. REEVES. 

32/ Sworn to before me as aforesaid and subscribed this — 
dav of October, A. D., 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

(Mr. Edwards: I will take the stand, myself, now: 

Mr. W. Walton Edwards. 

By Mr. John Ridout: 

Q. Mr. Edwards, state your full name and occupation? A. W. 
Walton Edwards, member of the bar. 

Q. You represent the defendant, Mr. James C. Reeves, in this 
case, and some other of the defendants? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Edwards, please proceed to state, within the limitations 
of the rules of evidence, what you know about this case? A. Mr. 
James C. Reeves came to me and consulted with me in reference to 
a claim of Mr. Bride to compel him, Reeves, to convey to him, Bride, 
his property under a contract ; and after hearing his case I advised 
him that I thought- 

(Mr. White: I object to the terms of the conversation. I don’t 
object to witness saying what was the result of the conference, but I 
don’t want him to go into the terms of the conversation.) 

•—that Mr. Bride could not enforce his agreement. Mr. Reeves 
handed me a letter which W. W. Bride had written to Judge Hal- 
lam and which Judge Hallam had handed to Mr. Reeves. 

(Mr. White: I object to that as hearsay.) 

Mr. Edwards: That letter—handing same to Mr. White—I will 
offer in evidence. It is identified by the writing thereon: 
328 “W. W. Bride No. 1, R, D. Quinter.” 

(Said letter just referred to immediately above, is herewith filed, 
the quoted designation being underlined with red pencil.) 

Witness: I replied to that letter as soon as I had gone into the 
case thoroughly with Mr. Reeves, bv a letter written July 26, 1907, 
in which I enclosed a check to C. T. Bride for the deposit money. 
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(Mr. White: Ilad there been any call made for the original of 
that letter: 

Witness: Twice or three times and it has not been produced, 
although it is in their possession, as is shown by evidence for the 
plaintiff. (By the ‘‘other case" 1 mean the case of Reeves vs. Slater 
and Kehoe, in Equity, in the Supreme Court of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia.) I repeat my demand for the production of that letter now; 
and if not produced 1 will offer in evidence a press-copy of it (hand¬ 
ing to Mr. White letter-press copy book.) 

1 ask the examiner to copy this letter into the record as I shall read 
it, with the punctuation. Omit the heading, Mr. Examiner. 

July 26, 1907. 

Mr. Cotter T. Bride, 131 B street southeast, City. 

Dear Sir: In the matter of the proposed purchase of property 
from Mr. James C. Reeves under an alleged agreement made some¬ 
thing over two years ago, I am directed to say that none of the propo¬ 
sitions made by or for you are acceptable, and I enclose herewith 
check for $68.40, representing the deposit receipt you hold with in¬ 
terest for two years and four months. Mr. Reeves thinks the prop¬ 
erty worth about three times the price you want to pay, and his wife 
absolutely declines to consent to such deal. Inasmuch as you have 
been put to no trouble and expense, and have assumed no risk (al¬ 
though it was originally contemplated that you should) Mr. Reeves 
hopes that you will be satisfied with the return of the sixty-odd 
dollars with interest. 

You also hold as security for money advanced to take up 
329 certain tax certificates upon certain lots in squares 604 and 
605 which if you will kindly render statement of, you will be 
reimbursed. 

Yours very truly, 

W. WALTON EDWARDS, 
Attorney for James C. Reeves. 

About that time Mr. William II. Manogue came into the case as 
Mr. Bride’s representative and attorney, and thereafter I had inter¬ 
views and correspondence with Mr. Manogue with reference to ad¬ 
justing the claim of Mr. Bride, which Mr. Manogue presented, 
amounting to $406.14- 

* 

(Mr. White: I object to this since under the witness’ statement 
this amounted to an offer of compromise, and is therefore inad¬ 
missible.) 

—Mr. Manogue called on me and read off to me the i/items mak¬ 
ing up Mr. Bride’s claim for advances, and I put them on a piece 
of paper as they were called off. The amount aggregates $406.14. 

I immediately wrote to Mr. Reeves advising him that- 

(Mr. White: I object to a statement in a letter, Mr. Edwards. 

(Mr. Edwards: Well, I think I am mistaken. I write to Mr. 
Reeves to come and see me, and informed him of the claim that Mr. 
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Bride presented for reimbursement. Mr. Reeves said that he did not 
get- 

(Mr. White: That is a self-serving declaration, and the ques¬ 
tion directed to you, Mr. Edwards, was, as attorney, that within the 
proper rules of evidence you should testify and but for the fact that 
I expected the witness would do so I should have insisted upon ques¬ 
tions being put in the usual way. 


—that lie did not receive any such amounts from Mr. Bride, and 
to ask for vouchers. Thereupon I corresponded with Mr. Manogue. 
I wrote a letter to Mr. Manogue, dated May 19, 1908. I call upon 
the plaintiff to produce that letter; saving which I will offer 
380 my letter-press copy in evidence. Will you say that- 


(Mr. White: 1 don’t agree to say it. The reason that you 
call upon the plaintiff now to produce the letter purporting to have 
been written to Mr. Manogue who is in no way connected with this 
case and there/ore is not present—not expected to be present, and 
whose letters certainly are not here, is not sufficient for the introduc¬ 
tion of what purports to be carbon copies. I further object to tl? c 
offer as under the witness’ statement the whole of this transaction 
was for the purpose of compromise or amicable adjustment of differ¬ 
ences between plaintiff and defendant Reeves, and is therefore in¬ 
admissible. 


1 he W itness : A previous demand has been made upon plaintiff 
to produce this correspondence, which has been in the possession of 
plaintiff for some time. 

I now offer in evidence the letter-press copy of the letter of May 
19, 1908: Omit heading, Mr. Examiner. 


May 19, 1908. 

Mr. William H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., Washington, I). C. 

Dear Sir: In the matter of the Bride claim against Reeves, will 
you kindly give me full statement of the debts and the purposes for 
which the money was used, so far as you can, in the matter of the 
items charged against James C. Reeves. In an interview with Mr. 
Reeves he states he has no recollection of having received money in 
all such amounts as the items you give me. He remembers only re¬ 
ceiving about $140. As soon as you can supply me this information, 
I will take the matter up and try to effect some settlement. 

Yours very truly, 

W. W T ALTON EDWARDS. 


Witness: To that letter I received this reply, which has been 
marked for identification, “Manogue, No. 8,” and which I now offer 
in evidence. 

(Said letter is herewith filed, marked with red pencil under the 
aforesaid immediately preceding identification mark.) 

331 (Mr. White: I object to this letter for the reason that 
it bears upon its face its evidence of its being a mere offer of 
compromise.) 
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Witness: After that letter I wrote another, of which I had pre¬ 
viously demanded the production. Plaintiff failed to produce it and 
I therefore offer the letter-press copy in evidence. Mr. Examiner 
please omit heading. 

(Mr. White: We offer the same objections to all this corre¬ 
spondence that have been made to the first letters. 

Mr. W. H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: A our letter of June 23d in re Bride vs. Reeves, re¬ 
ceived. I regret that you cannot furnish me the items making up 
the amount claimed by Mr. Bride. As something like more than 
half of this claim is disputed, I see no hope for a settlement upon the 
basis of five hundred dollars. So far as Mr. Reeves is concerned, the 
matter can rest and when he gets ready I will take other action 
against Mr. Bride. I have to advise you that nearly a year ago I 
made demand upon Mr. Bride for a statement of the items of the 
claim which he held against the property, and offered to pay the 
same. As he did not furnish me the statement or indicate any will¬ 
ingness to accept the money, he is again advised that the twelve per 
cent, interest agreed upon will not be paid after the time when set¬ 
tlement was tendered. It would seem to me that Mr. Bride would be 
the one most benefited by settlement of this matter, which he could 
obtain by a clear statement of the matters making up his claim. 
Yours very truly, 

W. WALTON EDWARDS, 

Attorney for Reeves. 

Witness: To that letter I received this in reply, marked for 
identification, “Manogue, No. 9”, and which I ask the examiner to 
underline in red and file the same herewith. 

(Said letter is filed in accordance with request of counsel. 

During all this time it was about conceded by the parties in inter¬ 
est that the only matter then pending was the five hundred dollars 
claimed. 

I next wrote Mr. Manogue a letter, dated August 5, 1909, 
332 which I have called for previously, and as it has not been pro¬ 
duced I will offer my letter-pre*ss copy in evidence. Omit 
heading, Mr. Examiner. 

August 5, 1910. 

Mr. W. H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: Some time ago we had some interviews about the claim 
of C. T. Bride against J. C. Reeves. As I recollect it Mr. Bride’s 
claim is about five hundred dollars, and Mr. Reeves disputes it and 
says that he did not get more than about $240. from Mr. Bride. If 
you will furnish me an itemized statement showing what the 
amounts were and the vouchers therefor, Mr. Bride paid out to Mr. 
Reeves, I will, I believe, adjust same to your satisfaction. I am ne¬ 
gotiating for the sale of this property and can make sale of same 
regardless of Mr. Bride’s claim. Beg to advise you that Mr. Bride 
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has in my opinion no lien against the property, but only a contract 
to buy, and which he may or may not be able to enforce by a suit 
in equity. Unless his proceeding is begun by April next, Mr. Reeves 
can plead the statute of limitations to his suit and then will be in a 
position to proceed against Mr. Bride by suit to clear title, if the 
property is not sold in the' meantime. Shall be glad to hear from 
you. 

Yours verv truly, 

W. WALTON EDWARDS. 

The statement in the letter of $240.00 was evidently intended 
for $140.00, as shown in the previous letter, arid which I 

333 overlooked. 

(Mr. White: How is it written in the press-copy from which 
you read ? 

(Mr. Edwards: $240.00, in figures. 

Witness: I again wrote Mr. Manogue, October 29, 1909, and 
which letter I have demanded the production of. As it has not been 
£iven to me I shall offer in evidence my letter-press copy. (Omit 
heading.) 

October 29, 1909. 

Mr. W. H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: If you represent Mr. C. T. Bride please furnish me 
statement in writing at once what Mr. Bride furnished Mr. Reeves, 
and let me know if he will accept that amount in cash, with interest, 
for his claim against Reeves. Tf this matter can be adjusted on this 
basis, I can close the matter up at once. Let me hear from you in 
two or three days. 

Yours very truly, 

W. WALTON EDWARDS. 

To which he replied, November 15th, 1909, and which has already 
been offered in evidence in the plaintiff’s evidence testimony. 

On February the 16th, 1910, I wrote Mr. Manogue another letter, 
of which I have demanded the production, and as it has not been 
produced I offer in evidence my press-copy. (Omit the heading.) 

February 16, 1910. 

Mr. William H. Manogue, Stewart Bldg., City. 

Dear Sir: In the matter of certain sales of lots in squares 

334 Nos. 604 and 605 which are held By C. T. Bride, and which 
were at one time in your possession I would like to know if 

vou have the certificates now and if so, I would like to take them up 
on the terms agreed upon, which was 12 per cent. Would like to 
know if you also have tax sale certificate, sale of April 18, 1897, lot 
4, Square 604, assessed to Augustus Burgdorf, et al. and sold to 
Thomas W. Smith. On inquiry of Mr. Smith he informs me he has 
not the certificate and does not know to whom he transferred it, sup¬ 
posing it had been transferred to the owner. If you can locate that 
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certificate I will take it up, also. It is desired to stop the interest on 
these certificates, and if they can be taken up promptly, I shall en¬ 
deavor to have the whole bunch canceled. Please let me hear from 
you as soon as possible. 

Yours very truly, 

W. WALTON EDWARDS. 


To which, Mr. Manogue replied, February 18, 1910, by letter 
which is marked, for identification, “Manogue, No. 7”; and which 
I now offer in evidence (handing same to Mr. White.) 

Mr. Manogue called around with the tax certificates and the 
vouchers on February 19. 1910 and was ready to deliver them to me. 
He had calculated the interest, and the total sum amounted to 
$93.20. I offer in evidence his tabulation of the figures made and 
handed to me on that day the said tabulation being marked 
“Manogue, No. 5”. 

T didn’t have the funds to take the matter up on that day. 
335 and I told Mr. Manogue T would take it up soon, and he said 
that would be all right. 

(Mr. W hite: T object to this conversation on the same grounds 
that the letters themselves are objected to—after a slight pause- 

(Mr. White: I defer the cross-examination until the time ar¬ 
ranged for another session. 

Mr. Edwards: We will go on next Saturday, at ten o’clock a. m. 

I offer this in evidence. I forgot to do so previously. It is marked 
Manogue, No. 6 , showing the claim of Mr. Bride for advances 
made to Mr. Reeves. 

I also offer in evidence a plat of the property involved. I forgot to 
do that at the time, also, identified by Mr. Slater, and marked for 
identification, “John G. Slater, No. 6.” 

(Mr. White: Objected to as immaterial.) 

W. WALTON EDAVARDS. 


Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 26" dav of 
September, A. D., 1912. 


^ T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 


Met, Saturday, March 23, A. D.. 1912, pursuant to adjournment 
Present, Mr. Edwards, for defendants, Mr. White, for plaintiff, and 
defendant James C. Reeves in propria persona; whereupon, Mr. 
Curtis E. Gresham and Mr. James C. Reeves (defendant), having 
each been duly sworn testified severally on behalf of defendants as is 
hereinafter respectively set forth. 
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Mr. Curtis E. Gresham .' 


Direct examination. 


By Mr. Edwards: 


Q. Please state your full name? A. Curtis E. Gresham. 

oqu , ( P '' hat ’? y°*! r business? A. I am in the real estate 
o*io business and have been for about ten years. 

Q. Here in Washington Citv? A. Yes, sir 

Q. Have you been interested in property in what is known as 
Buzzard’s Point? A. Yes, sir. 


Q. Are you familiar with the propertv owned by Mr. James C 

Peeves oneof the defendants to this suit, known as Squares Nos! 
o()4 and 605? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. AA hat in your opinion is that property worth? 


(Mr White: I object to the question, first, on the ground that 
the witness has nonqualified as an expert as to the value of ground 
in that locality; and, second, that the value of property at the present 
day is immaterial and irrelevant. * . 


A. I should say the property is worth about twenty cents per 
square foot. r 

, Gresham, what would you say it was worth in the year 

1905? J 


. (^ r - ^ hite: T make the same objection as to the previous ques¬ 
tion.) M 

was 

sa * v ^ (would be) worth about fifteen cents per foot 

Q, Were you ever interested in propertv or offered anv prop¬ 
erty for sale or was agent for any propertv in that locality- if so 

can you name the lot and square? A. In 1908 I had lot fifteen in 
square 611 for sale. 

Q. Alas that lot sold? A. Yes, sir. 

887 Q Do you know what it brought? A. I was not agent for 
it when it was sold. 

Q. Do you know whether or not it was sold? A. I know it was 
sold. 

Q. For how much? 

(Mr. AA hite: Question objected to as immaterial.) 

A. I don’t know that I can say what it was sold for, as I did not 
have it to sell, myself, at that time. 

(Mr. AA hite: I object to this as an attempt of counsel to cross- 
examine his own witness; and further, that the witness has already 
said that he did not know how much it brought.) 

Witness: I understand, though the property brought twenty 
cents a foot. J 
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Q. How far is square No. 611 front* squares Nos. 604 and 605? 
A. About five squares south. 

Q. If the Arsenal grounds should be extended would it take in 
Mr. Reeves’ property, or some of it? A. I think it would, as one 
square adjoins the Arsenal grounds. 

(Mr. White: Question objected to, as speculative, immaterial, 
irrelevant and incompetent. 

(Mr. White: No cross-examination.) 


Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this — dav of 
October A. D. 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

338 Met, Saturday, March 30, 1912, at 11 o’clock a. m. same 
place, pursuant to agreement of counsel. 


Present: Mr. Edwards and Mr. Ridout, for defendants, Mr. White 
and Mr. D. O’C. Callahan, for plaintiff and plaintiff and defendant 
Reeves in propria persona; whereupon Mr. Jay Leo Kolb, having 
been duly sworn, testified on behalf of defendants as follows: 


Mr. Leo Kolb. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Please state your name in full? A. J. Leo Kolb. 

Q. What is your business, Mr. Kolb. A. Real estate, in Wash¬ 
ington, D. C. 

Q. How long have you been in the real estate business? A. Over 
ten vears. 

Q. Have you had real estate business to attend to in that section 
of South Washington known as Buzzards’ Point? A. I have col¬ 
lected rents on property in South Washington and have sold prop¬ 
erty also in the southwest and have loaned money on property there. 
I have known this property for at least nine years. 

Q. What in your opinion is property worth there? 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as immaterial and irrelevant: 
and further, for the reason that witness has not qualified as an ex¬ 
pert as to values.) 

A. I consider square 605 worth ten cents a foot, and square 604 
worth eight cents per square foot. 

339 Q. Do you know the square immediatelv opposite No. 
604? A. I believe it is square 605—(661). 

Q. Do you know anything about a late sale of that square? 

(Mr. White: I object to the testimony as to the sale of that 
property as irrelevant and immaterial, and also object to anything 
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except what may be within the personal knowledge of the witness, 
and also to any answer as to the same as merely hearsay.) 

Q. You may answer the question, Mr. Kolb? A. I had it from 
Mr. John G. Slater, claiming to be a person who represented the 
purchaser that he had paid ten cents per square foot for this land, 
square 661. 

(Mr. W Hite. I move to strike out the answer as hearsay.) 

Q. W hat is the general feeling in that neighborhood as to the 
probability of the arsenal grounds being extended? 

(Mr. White: Objected to as wholly speculative, irrelevant, im¬ 
material and incompetent, and witness not having shown any knowl- 
edge in such Meld, nor having qualified as an expert in this peculiar 
field of values.) 

A. I have heard of this proposition of the Government to pur¬ 
chase another point, from N street south within a number of years 

and, in my opinion this would be — detrimental result to the prop¬ 
erty. 

Q. How long have you known Mr. Reeves? A. I think, about 
nine years. 

Q. Do you know whether or not he is a man addicted to strong 
drink? 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as irrelevant.) 

A. I prefer not to answer that question. 

340 Q. W hat in your opinion was that property worth in the 
year 1905? 

0 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as irrelevant and immaterial; 
and for the further reason that witness has not qualified as an ex¬ 
pert in the value of this property nor shown a sufficient knowledge 
of it at the present time, and particularly not as to the time men¬ 
tioned in the question.) 

A. I should say that square 604 was worth about seven cents a 
foot in 190o, and square 605 was worth nine cents per square foot 
in 1905. 

Q. If the arsenal grounds should be extended would Mr. Reeves’ 
property be likely to be taken by the Government? 

(Mr.^ White:-I object for the same reasons that have heretofore 
been extended to the same line of questions.) 

A. That would be very difficult for me to say? 

Q. How near the arsenal grounds is square 604? A. I think, 
about three hundred feet. 

Q. What separates it from the arsenal grounds? A. The James 
Greek canal. 

Q. Is that canal now being filled up? A. It is, nearly to N Street. 
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Cross-examination. 


Bv Mr. White. 


X Q. Have you ever sold any real estate near square 604? A. 
Within five squares only. 

X Q. Is that answer true of square 605 also? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. What are the grades of that square in relation to the 
streets? A. 605 is about four feet below the grade; 604 is 
341 the same. 


X Q. At places it is as much as five feet, is it not? A. I 
don’t think so. That would be immaterial as far as building opera¬ 
tions are concerned. 


(Mr. W hite: 1 move to strike out the part of the answer relating 
to building operations as not responsive.) 

X Q. Did you make sale of property within five squares of this? 
A. Yes, sir; I did. 

X Q. Where is that property? A. On N Street southeast, be¬ 
tween South Capitol and First streets. 

X Q. W as that property on grade? A. Yes, sir. 

— Q. Was it improved? A. It was improved. 

X Q. IIow? A. By frame dwellings. I also assisted in sales on 
N Street between First and Second streets southeast. 

X Q. Those were further away? A. Yes, sir. 

X Q. When were these made? A. Between 1903 and 1905. 

X Q. All of the property was improved? A. No, sir. The prop¬ 
erty between First and Second on X street was partly improved and 
the most have since been removed. 


Redirect examination. 

Bv Mr. Edwards: 

342 Q. Mr. Kolb, have you charge or control of square 663? 
A. Yes, sir; of square 663. 

Q. What is asked for this square? 

(Mr. White: Objected to as immaterial.) 

A. There is no price on it today. 

Q. Have you had anv offers for it? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

* 

A. Recently 1 have had offers but 1 could not state positively the 
exact amount, but I think, six or seven cents per square foot. I 
have the offer in my office. 

J. LEO KOLB. 

Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 17 day of 
September A. D. 1912. 

T. H. FITNAM, . 
Examiner in Chancery. 

Adjourned. 
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Met, Saturday, April 13, A. D., 1912, at 12 m., same place, pur¬ 
suant to agreement. Mr. Edwards and Mr. Ridout, for defendants; 
Mr. \\ hite and Mr. D. O’C. Callahan, for plaintiff, and plaintiff and 
defendant Reeves in propria persona; whereupon, Mr. John G. 
Slater, Mr. Charles A. McEuen and Mr. William A. Shipley, having 
each been duly sworn, testified severally on behalf of defendants, as 
is hereinafter respectively set forth. 

Mr. John G . Slater. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Slater, I believe your name is full is John G. 

343 Slater? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Mr. Slater, do you know a man by the name of Davitt 
Chidester? A. I do. 

Q. ^ ou purchased some of the Reeves lots at tax sales? A. I 
did. 

Q. What did you do with the tax sale certificates? A. I think 
you redeemed them; somebody, I don’t know who. 

Q. What did you do with those not redeemed? 

(Mr. White: I object to the question, there being no one men¬ 
tioned by the witness.) 

A. I don’t know what I did with them. 

Q. The record shows there are outstanding tax sale certificates by 
you; My question is, what did you do with them. A. I bought 
them for Mr. Chidester. 

Q. I mean that the record shows that the sales were purchased in 
the name of Mr. Slater and in the name of his son, Robert Y. 
Slater. 

(Mr. White: I object that the witness is entitled to have his at¬ 
tention called to the sales more specifically, to the month, the year, 
and to those which were redeemed. I also object to this line of 
testimony as immaterial.) 

Q. Mr. Slater, of lot 4 in square 605, the sale of April 30, 1898, 
the sale was to Robert Y. Slater and is now outstanding; the sale of 
lots one and four, in square 605, April, 1904, was made to John G. 
Slater, trustee, and is now outstanding: What did you do with those 
certificates? A. Those certificates were brought in for other 

344 parties, not for myself. 

Q. Do you know the other parties? A. I do not know 
thos£ particular certificates. Other parties were John W. Thomp¬ 
son, George H. B. White, Cornwell the groceryman, and four or five 
other people. 

Q. Are you sure you did not transfer them to Mr. Bride? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know how Mr. Bride got them? A. I do not. 

22—2510a 
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Q. You purchased some certificates on Mr. Reeves’ property from 
Mr. Wilsie? A. No, sir. 

Q. Are you sure of that? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Did you ever have any correspondence with him with refer¬ 
ence to any of these certificates? A. 1 think that he wrote to me 
wanting to sell me some but I did not buy them. 

Q. I have a letter which I have mislaid somewhere, from Mr. 
\\ ilsie, which 1 want to show you, and you say you know Mr 

Q. At a later time I will show it to you and if you identify it I 
will then offer it in evidence. Mr. Slater, you directed the pur¬ 
chase of some of these Reeves lots at a tax sale March, 1910? A I 
did not. 

Q. Who authorized the purchase of lots in the name of Davitt 
Chidester at that tax sale? A. T did. T ask- Mr. Callahan to 
34o buy some tax certificates from Mr. Jones and Mr. Chidester. 

Q. W hat Jones is this? A. Lewis Jones, captain of the 
watch at the Agricultural Department, 

Q. Do you know whether or not these Reeves lots were in view by 
Jones? A. I do not. It was left to Mr. Callahan to pick such as 
he thought were profitable to purchase. 

Q. You paid for these certificates, did you not? A. I gave my 
check, but first got Mr. Chidester’s and Mr. Jones’ checks. 

Q, Would you say Mr. Jones has these certificates now? A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Slater, you tried to buy the Shipley judgment, did vou 
not? A. I did. 

Q. What purpose had you to buy that? A. Because it was a 
judgment ahead of the one that T had and which I had sold to Mr. 
Kehoe. 

Q. A ou also held the judgment held by the Commercial National 
Bank against Reeves, did you not? A. I bought that for Mr. 
Kehoe. 

Q. What did you pay for that? A. I think I paid face value less 
costs and interest on the thing; I don’t remember though exactly 
what I paid for it. 

Q. Don’t you know you got it at a discount of at least twenty-five 
dollars? A. I don’t remember the exact amount. 

r Q- You got the face amount of your judgment from Mr. 
346 Kehoe, did you not? A. Every penny of it. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. White: 

X Q. Mr. Slater, did you buy some property from Mr. Harrison 
in the vicinity of square- (>04 and 605? A. I had an agreement to 
buy some just below that. 

X Q. At what price per square foot? 

(Mr. Ridout: Question objected to as not being cross-examination. 

A. About seven cents. 


JOHN A. SLATER. 
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Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 14 day of 
kept. A. D., 1912. 

T., H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 

Mr. Charles A. McEuen. 

Direct examination. 


By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. State your full name, please? A. Charles A. McEuen. 

Q. W hat is your business? A. The real estate business. 

Q. ITow long have you been in the real estate business? A. 
About fortv vears. 

1/ c 

Q. In the City of W ashington here? A. In Washington. 

Q. Are you familiar with the locality called Buzzard’s Point 
and especially squares 604 and 605? A. I know that loealitv 
generally. J 

Q• Ha\e you at any time had anv transactions with refer- 
54/ ence to property in that locality? A. I find by reference to 
my books that I bought lot five in square 604, March 27. 
1886, from Elizabeth and llarvev Colburn, the consideration being 


(Mr. White: I move to strike out the part of the answer relating 
to the price, as not responsive; and as irrelevant and immaterial.) 

Q. Have you had other transactions in that locality; if so state 
what they were? 

(Mr. White: I object to the question as incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial.) 

A. I sold lot five in square 604, to Allan C. Clarke, December 13 
1889, and I believe the price was $600. He paid me in advance 
$ 100 . 00 . 

Q. Is there any other transaction you want to speak of? A. About 
ten cents per foot was the price 1 paid for lot five in square 604 and 
I sold it for about twelve cents a foot. 

Q. Now, if there are any more transactions you have had in that 
locality you may relate them? 

(Mr. White: I repeat the objection.) 

A. I purchased 57,000 and several hundred feet of ground in 
squares 601, 602, 603, 60 }; 605, 611 and 613, and I think, in square 
667, some ground. 

Q. About what price per square foot was the ground worth at 
the time you were dealing down there? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. Ten or twelve cents per foot. 

Q. W hat in your opinion was this ground embracing squares 604 
and 605 worth in the year 1905? 
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(Mr. White: I object to that as irrelevant and -material and 

QAft m competent; and as calling for the opinion of the witness 
348 who has not qualified to speak as an expert.) 

(Immediately preceding question read over to witness-_ 

A. 1 will say, twelve and a half cents per foot, 
th What m your opinion is it worth now, Mr. McEuen? 

(Mr. White: I repeat the laH objection.) 

A. I say now, twelve and a half to fifteen cents per foot Mv 
hooks show I borrowed about half that rate away baek in 1890 or 

(Mr. White: I move to strike out that part of the answer as to the 
borrowing, as not responsive. 

(Mr. White: No cross examination.) 

C. A. McEUEN. 

Sept™™ D b l9i2 e ^ ** aforesaid ’ and subscribed, this 20" day of 

T. H. FITNAM, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

Mr. William H. Shipley. 

Direct examination. 

By Mr. Edwards: 

Q. Mr. Shipley, your full name is- A. William H. Shipley. 

W. Mr. Shipley you are a party to this suit, I believe? A. Yes 
sir; one of the trustees under a $500.00 trust. 

a 9 ' ? Ir ; S . hl P[ e y> y 0u o know .Mr. James C. Reeves, one of the 
defendants in this case? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How long have you known him? A. Ever since I began 
o,o taking testimony in the Howison, Reeves and Norris cases 
d49 Q. Can you fix about the year? A. I could bv referring 
to some data, but I think it was in 1904 or 1905. 6 

him? tXCn ,lis ,labits a* t« drink since you have knowr 

(Mr. White: I object to this line of testimony as incompetent 
irrelevant and immaterial.) * mpeient, 

A. Since I have known .Mr. Reeves lie has been an habitual 
drunkard up until a year ago. 

Q. 4ou are an examiner in chaneerv? A 1 am - 

to his^°rty? ke A teS I did! y in ,he ° f Mr - Reeves t0 clear ,itle 

Q. Who employed you to take the testimony? A Mr Slater 

• ^ I object to this line of testimony as incompetent 

irrelevant and immaterial.) mpeieni, 

Q. What agreement had you with Mr. Slater as to terms? 
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(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. I did not have any particular agreement with Mr. Slater. 

Q. Who was to pay you? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. I said Mr. Slater was to pay me. 

Q. Did he pay you? A. He'did not. Mr. Slater was very much 
embarrassed at that time and I frequently requested him to pay me 
and offered to make a big reduction in my fee if paid in cash; 

350 after I had collected the costs in all the cases, Mr. Slater 
sued me for one-half the fee in that case and obtained judg¬ 
ment against me. 

(Mr. White: I object to this line of testimony on the ground that 
it is a matter entirely between Mr. Slater and Mr. Reeves, has been 
the subject of litigation and has been decided adversely to Reeves.) 

Q. How did you get your fee for taking that testimony, Mr. 
Shipley? A. At that time Mr. Slater was hard up and I did not 
see any chance of his paying his note. He wanted me to take his 
note. Then I took Mr. Reeves’ note as he owned the property. 

Q. Answer my question now: How did you get your money if 
the costs were being paid by the defendant in the case. Then you 
say after that Mr. Slater proceeded against you for a portion of your 
money? A. Mr. Hallam had the costs in his possession, being 
attorney in the case, I compromised that much by allowing Mr. 
Slater something on that and on another case of Mr. Bride’s. 

Q. Had you taken testimony in another case in which Mr. Slater 
and Mr. Bride were interested together? 

(Mr. White: I object to this line of testimony also as irrelevant 
and immaterial.) 

A. Yes, I have taken testimony in six or eight cases I think in 
which they were interested; two of them I can recall. 

Q. When you failed to get your money from Mr. Slater did you 
a«k anybody else to pay it? A. I called to see Mr. Bride between 
March 3, 1906 and about the 30th of January 1907, and 1 

351 asked Mr. Bride if he would pay his fee, and he told me 
that inasmuch as the Howison case had been lost in the 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, he didn’t think this case 
would be won and he wasn’t going to put up any more money on 
backing Mr. Slater. He said Mr. Slater had gotten him in some 
sort of Company in Virginia or West Virginia and that he expected 
to lose considerable money. 

Q. Then you obtained a judgment against Mr. Reeves did you not? 
\ Yes sir. 

Q. What is the amount of that judgment? 

(Mr. White: Question objected to as immaterial.) 

A. I think, about $230.00 or $240.00. 

Q. Did Mr. John G. Slater ever approach you to buy that judg¬ 
ment? 
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(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. Yes, he did. 

Q. If you recollect did he offer you face value? 

(Mr. White: Same objection.) 

A. I think he offered me thirty or thirty-five dollars less than the 
race value. 

Q. You didn’t let him have it ? A. No. When Mr. Callahan 

called to see me and said he was ready to buy the judgment I refused 
to sell it. 

m HITE: I move to eliminate the statements in regard to 

Mr. Callahan. 

Q. Did Mr. Callahan state for whom he was acting? 

(Mr. W hite: I object to this as hearsay upon hearsav. 

. A* Mr. Callahan called with a paper for me to sign convey- 
Sb'J, mg the judgment and was very much vexed when I told him 
I did not want to sell it at that time. 

Q. Answer the question now? 

Witness: What was the question? 

Q. Did Mr. Callahan state for whom he was acting? A. He told 
me that Mr. Slater wanted me to close up the purchase of the judg¬ 
Q. Mr. Shipley, you received a summons to appear here and give 
testimony? A. I did. H 

(Mr. White: No cross-examination.) 

WILLIAM II. SHIPLEY. 

Sworn to before me as aforesaid, and subscribed, this 12 dav of 
Sept., A. D., 1912. J 

T. H. FITNAM, 
Examiner in Chancery. 
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Defendants' Exhibit J. C. K. No. I. 


W ASIIInoton, D. c., 


190—. 


' 7 y v v • 

This agreement made and entered into this 14th day of April 1905 

* r tW6eD Jai V^ ^ eeves °f ^ le District of Columbia party 
of the hrst part and Cotter T. Bride party of the second part Mr. 
Keeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title to Square six hundred 

CoHPrT R^ 4) K a " • f? 1 , U,ulr r 1 and Hve < 605 ) to turn over to 
Cotter T. Itiule his nglit title and interest in Square 604 and Square 

bOo upon the payment of Three Thousand ($6000.00) the same to 
be a good title and free of incumbrances. 

Rec’v d on the above sixty and 00/100 dollars ($60.00). 


JAMES C. REEVES. 
COTTER T. BRIDE. 
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District of Columbia, ss : 

Personally appeared before me a Notary Public for the District 
of Columbia aforesaid James C. Reeves and Cotter T. Bride who 
being personally known to me to be the persons who signed the 
above agreement and acknowledged the same to be their act and 
deed this 14th day of April 1905. 

Given under my hand and seal this 14th day of April 1905. 

THOMAS W. SORAN, 

Notary Public. [seal.J 


354 Defendants' Exhibit J. C. R. No. 2. 


William M. Hallam, Referee in Bankruptcy in and for the District 
of Columbia, Rooms 9 and 10, 458 Louisiana Avenue. 


Washington, D. C., June 24 th, 1907. 


Mr. James C. Reeves, 1806 Half Street S. W., City, 


Dear Sir: We enclose you letter of Mr. W. W. Bride of May 28, 
addressed to Mr. O. B. Hallam. 

Since its receipt we have not seen you, although expecting you 
to call every day. 

You remember, of course, that we have expressed an unwilling¬ 
ness to take any part as attorneys, either for you or Mr. Bride in 
the matter of your contract with him. But there should be some 
arrangement between you ana us for the payment of our fee of $300 
which has been agreed upon. 

Come to see us at once so we can talk over the case. 

Very truly yours, 


HALLAM & HALLAM. 


O. B. H./Enclos.—1. 


355 Defendants' Exhibit W. W. Bride No. I. 

William W. Bride, Attorney at Law, 

Columbian Bldg., 416 Fifth Street, Washington, D. C. 

May 28th, 1907. 

Judge O. B. Hallam, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Judge Hallam: My father, Mr. Cotter T. Bride has 
talked with me relative to his position on the matter of the transfer 
of the Reeves tracts and I am now writing you that you may sug¬ 
gest them to your client. 

Mr. Bride suggests that he is willing to have Mr. Reeves hold 
the land in common with him, share and share alike, or that the 
land may be subdivided, each retaining one half of the property. 
He will give $1500.00 to Mr. Reeves in either of the above propo¬ 
sitions out of the $3,000.00 mutually agreed upon in their contract 
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ft *•, ot “«W. undereinod lhat ihe Imd in eiih.r 

ST™ wtoSv« h “ “» f »y uS « 

. . .v*. p*;j 

" nh good wishes, 1 beg to remain, 

Very truly ’ W. W. BRIDE. 


(Here follows diagram marked page 356 .) 
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3o8 Defendants’ Exhibit 'Manogue No. 6.’ 

Bride holds these. 

J. G. Slater 

J. A. Kennedy— A March 1904V. 6.93 

J. G. S. “ “ v ^ 

C. H. W.? Ap’l 1900V. 7.85 

C. H. W.? “ 1901V.. 7.15 

« 0 f 5 v 17 k /p v ' i V E - Mar - 17 ’ ’° 8 IhV 4.96 

14 B fr v Mar - 17 > ’° 8 2.13 

14 B iC. K. W. H. M. . J “V 4.96 


605. 

1— 

« 

4 

605. 

4— 

(( 

1 

u 

4 

604- 

-3— 


U 

li 

(t 

i 4 


" Cash 100. 
70. 
40. 


$ 210 . [ 
122.05 | 
13.39 
60.-0 


$406.74 J 


(On back.) 

Executive office 
Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, 
Washington. 

Official Business. 


47.00 


Two Cent Stamp. 


Mr. W. W. Edwards, 

#317 John Marshall Place, 

City. 
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Defendants' Exhibit ‘Manogue No. 7.’ 


Telephone, Main 4126-E. 


Wm. H. Manogue, Attorney-at-Law, 
Stewart Building, Cor. Sixth and D Streets N. W. 


Washington, D. C., February 18, 1910. 
W. W. Edwards. Esq., Attorney at Law. 

Dear Walton: Replying to your favor of the 16th inst. I have 
to say that I still hold the tax sale certificates against the Reeves 
squares that I formerly had, and as far as I am concerned think it 
23—2510a 
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best to let you have them. 1 would however like to speak with Mr. 
Bride about the matter first but do not think it necessary for you to 
tile any bill to cancel them as 1 think I can let you have them. 

In reference to the sale of 1897 on lot 4 sq. 604 held by Mr. 
Smith 1 got the certificate from him and turned it over to Jno. 
Butler who was acting 1 think for Mr. Burgdorf or at least Burgdorf 

was around at the time 1 turned it over and 1 suppose it was for liis 
benefit. 

Respectfully, WILLIAM H. MANOGLE. 


360 Defendants’ Exhibit ‘Manogue No. 8.’ 

Telephone, Main 4126-F. 

Wm. H. Manogue, Attorney at Law, 

Stewart Building, Cor. Sixth and b Street- N. W. 

Washington, D. C., June 23rd, 1908. 
Mr. W. Walton Edwards, Att’y at Law, City. 

Dear Sir: In the matter of the Bride claim against Mr Reeves 
I have to say that 1 have gone over same with Mr. Bride and he i< 
unwilling to reduce the amount for which he will settle with Mr. 
Reeves. Even though your client does not remember all the 
amounts claimed to have been paid for him there are undisputed 
enough of claims to warrant Mr. Bride in claiming this amount 
if he is to release Tax sales drawing 12%, dismiss his claim to pur¬ 
chaser the land at 3 cents as provided in the option, and then take a 
note for his amount and on a portion of this property said note 
to be only a second trust. 

Under all circumstances Mr. Bride thinks your client would 
fare out very well to effect a settlement with him for $500.00 and 
1 am frank to say that I am of the same opinion, and think it 
would be a very good settlement. 

This is the best we can do and if this offer can not be accepted 
the matter must remain as it now stands. 

Respectfully, WILLIAM II. MANOGUE. 


361 Defendants' Exhibit ‘Manogue No. 9.’ 

Telephone, Main 4126-F. 

Wm. II. Manogue, Attornev-at-Law, 

Stewart Building, Cor. Sixth and D Street- N. W. 

Washington, D. C., June 30, 1908. 
W. Walton Edwards, Esq., Attorney at Law. 

Dear Walton : I am in receipt of your letter of the 26th in the 
Bride Reeves matter and in reply say that the amount of $500.00 
mentioned was for a complete surrender of all claims against Reeves 
and his property. 


/ 
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As Mr. Reeves does remember about $140.00 and as the Tax 
liens held by Mr. Bride (a list of which you have) amount to about 
$100.00 we are not asking very much for the surrender of a con¬ 
tract of sale which would be desirable for vour client to have can¬ 
celled. 

Neither Mr. Bride nor myself consider that anybody but your 
client would be benefited by settlement and are perfectly willing to 
let matters stand. 

Respectfully, WILLIAM H. MANOGUE. 
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Defendants' Exhibit Wiltsie-Slater. 

Part 1. 

Charles H. iltsie, Attorney and Counselor, 
820 Powers Bldg., Rochester, N. Y. 


august lyuv. 

W j) W C Walt ° n Edwards > Es q-. #317 4th Street N. W., Washington, 

Dear Sir: I am in receipt of your letter of August 26th, with 
reference to tax certificate* against lots 1 and 4 in square 604 and 

, 1 d ° not a Pl ) ear to hold any claims against these properties. 
V\ hat certificates I held were assigned to Mr. Slater sometime ago. 

Yours truly, C. H. WILTSIE. 

Seen by— 

JOHN G. SLATER. 


(Envelope) Part 2. 


Charles H. Wiltsie, 
Attorney and Counselor. 
820 Powers Bldg., 
Rochester, N. Y. 


Rochester, N. Y. 
Aug. 28 
7:30 P. M. 
1907. 


(Stamp) 


W. Walton Edwards, 

#317 4th Street, N. W., 

Washington, 

D. C. 


(On Back of Envelope.) 

Washington, D. C. Rec’d 
Aug. 29 
8 P. M. 

1907. 


L 
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Defendants' Exhibit No. 3. 
Titles Examined. 


District of Columbia Law and Claims Company buys undivided 
interests in realty, lends money on same, undertakes to cure anv 
defects in the title thereto, and does a general law practice. Metro¬ 
politan Bank Building, Room 411. 

[Across face:] Dec. 10, 1910. 
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Opinion of Court. 
Filed November 29, 1912. 


The bill-in this case was filed March 10, 1910, for the purpose 

1 le s P ecific performance of a contract dated April 1 
1905, for the sale of squares 004 and 005. in the District of Co¬ 
lumbia. 

Demurrers were lileil to the bill, which were argued in this court, 

aIi . 0I ? ' P rl . 4 > decree was passed, sustaining the demurrers 

and dismissing the bill. 

Thereupon, the complainant appealed to the Court of Appeals, 
and on March ti, 1911, that court reversed the decree of this court 
as to all the defendants except the defendant, Agnes Reeves, the 
wife ot .lames C. Reeves, and as to her, the said court affirmed the 
decree. 

The cause being remanded, the complainant elected to proceed 
with the case against the defendants, notwithstanding he had no 
cause of action against the wife of said Reeves, by which he could 
obtain her signature to the deed conveying her inchoate right of 
dower, in case he should succeed with his suit. 

Proof was taken at considerable length, ami the cause has been 
heard upon the merits; and the court is now called upon to device 

whether it will require the defendant to perform his said contract 
or not. 

The opinion of the Court of Appeals is reported in 36 Appeal- 

Lf. L., 4/b. 

365 it, 1 " lhl . U opinio". Pronounced by Chief Justice Shepard. 

the court sajs, m discussing the question of laches which 
was raised by the demurrer: - ’ 

“Defendant’s obligation to convey was not enforceable until a 
reasonable time after April 25th, 1907, when the title was perfected. 

amtiff recorded the contract within five days thereafter but did 
not bring his suit for nearly three years. One who appeals to the 
discretion of a court of equity to decree specific performance mu«t 
do so with reasonable promptitude. What is reasonable depend- 
1 . C1 rcu instances of the case. Mere lapse of time that has 

occasioned no change of conditions which render it inequitable and 
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unconscientious to entertain the demand, and is not excessive, is 
looked upon with some indulgence in equity. 

George v. Ford, 36 Appeals D. C., 315; 

Smoot v. Rea, 19 Maryland, 398-406. 

The excuses for this delay, namely, the vacillation of Reeves, 
and his conduct, leading plaintiff until November 9, 1909, to en¬ 
tertain the reasonable expectation that he would make the convey¬ 
ance without litigation, must be taken to be true, as alleged. While 
not set out with perfectly satisfactory specification, we think they 
are to be regarded as sufficient. There is nothing in the bill from 
which it can be inferred that there was any great and unexpected 
rise in the value of the property during the period of the delay.” 

The answers and testimony change the appearance of the case, 
as it was shown by the bill, and referred to in 

366 this opinion, both as to supposed vacillation of the defendant, 
Reeves, and as to the rise in value of the property during tlu 

period of delay in filing the bill. 

The answer of the defendant, James C. Reeves, avers that there 
was no seal attached to his name by him, or with his knowledge or 
consent, as the same appears, to the alleged contract of April 1 !. 
1905, copied in the bill; and that the paper a« signed, a duplicate 
of which is in his possession, contained no seal after the signature 
of either party; and he avers that the said paper has been altereu 
by the plaintiff, or by his procurement. Being so altered, he avers 
that its record among the land records was wholly ineffective t 
impart any notice of the said agreement to subsequent purchasers. 

He avers that he made a contract with one John G. Slater, who 
was acting on behalf of, and in connection with, the complainant 
herein, whereby said Slater was to institute a suit or suits, to quiet 
the title to the real estate described in the bill, he. said Slater, agree¬ 
ing to pay all the costs, including counsel, and to receive $1200 for 
the same; and that said complainant had notice of said contract, 
and was to participate with said Slater in the said consideration of 
$1200. That such suit was instituted, being No. 24,521 Equity, and 
a final decree obtained, but said decree was not effectual to perfect 
the title for lack of parties defendant. 

In connection with that transaction, said Slater, acting for and on 
behalf of said complainant, induced this defendant to sign 

367 the paper dated April 14, 1905, purporting to be an agree¬ 
ment to sell said real estate. 

The answer then avers that when he made the said contract with 
said Slater, and when he signed the said paper of April 14, 1905, 
he was not in a mental condition to understand the nature and 
extent of said paper, and that said Slater and said complainant in¬ 
tentionally mis-stated the effect of said paper, said Slater and sai l 
complainant well knowing at the time that this defendant was so 
much under the influence of intoxicating liquor as to be incapable 
of protecting his interests in a business transaction. He claims that 
the said parties imposed upon him, and obtained from him an 
unconscionable contract for quieting the title, and also an unfair 
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contract to sell the two entire squares which were then worth $«>.. 
for $3,000, out of which sale, if made, the $1200 would have to be 
paid said Slater, and tax claims amounting to about $000, leaving 
only about $1200 which the defendant would receive. 

Pie avers that the said alleged contract is so unfair, inequitable, 
and unjust, as to shock the conscience, and that said alleged contract 
is of such a character as that its specific performance ought not to 
he decreed by the court. 

He admits that the plaintiff requested him in May or June, 1907. 
to execute a deed, in accordance with said alleged contract, but that 
he promptly refused absolutely to comply with said alleged agree¬ 
ment. 


The answer then contains allegations with reference to his deal¬ 
ings with the property subsequent to the said contract of April 14. 

• and avers that he had notified the plaintiff of his repu- 

368 diation of all ^liability under said alleged agreement as early 
as June, 1907, and that he has constantlv contended that 
his utmost liability to the plaintiff was to repay him the $100 which 
the plaintiff had paid on account of said agreement, and such sum 
as the plaintiff had paid for taxe«, or tax sales, on said property at 
his request; and such sums he tenders himself ready and willing to 
pay to the complainant. 

The case is to be considered on its merits as between the plaintiff 
and the defendant. Reeves, without regard to the condition of th » 
title subsequent to the recording of the said contract of April 14 
1905, which was recorded April 25. 1907, because under the opinion 
of the Court of Appeals, it is apparent that subsequent purchasers 
or mortgagees can claim no greater rights herein than could said 

Reeves himself, they having contracted with him after the recording 
of said contract. 

If, as between the complainant and the defendant, Reeves, the 
said contract was fair and proper, then the complainant should be 
entitled to have the same specifically performed. Was the said 
contract fair and equitable, and was it understood by both parties 
at the time it was signed? 

The evidence shows that the word “seal” was not attached to the 
duplicate copy of said agreement which the defendant retained 
and that no seal was attached, on either copy of said duplicate agree¬ 
ment, opposite the name of the complainant. 

___ The COUrt is unable t0 fay whether the said seal and scroll 
3t>.) was attached to the duplicate given to the complainant bv 
the said defendant, Reeves, or by some other person with 
or without his direction; but the circumstance that a seal is found 
opposite his name alone on one copy when two were executed, would 
seem to throw doubt on the genuineness of such seal. 

The paper in question was written by Thomas’ W. Soran, the 
notary public who took the acknowledgment. It is an inartili 
paper apparently prepared on the spur of the moment; and when 
considered with reference to its contents, the alleged seal, and the 
fact that it was kept off the record for more than two vears after 
it was executed, would tend to throw some doubt as to how the 
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paper was intended to be understood by both the parties, and as to 
whether they had considered the matter carefully, before signing 
the same. It seems to be an agreement to do something at some 
future time, rather than an agreement taking effect at the time of 
execution. The time when it is to go into effect is uncertain, no 
limit is fixed as to the time when the said title is to be perfected, and 
no obligation, apparently, is assumed by the defendant, Reeves, to 
perfect the title to said squares. 

It appears that the defendant, Reeves, is a man of small means, 
and that he had been in possession of these squares for several years, 
twenty-two or twenty-three years, using them for agricultural pur¬ 
poses, raising garden stuff thereon. That he had no other real 
estate. That he was in the habit of using intoxicating liquors to 
excess, and was a man having little experience in business contracts, 
or contracts pertaining to real estate. 

370 W hether intoxicated, or not, at the time the said paper was 
drawn and signed, or at the time the said contract was made 
with the said Slater, to perfect the title to said squares, it is contended 
that he evidently was over-reached by complainant, and a bargain 
obtained from him that a court of equity ought not to enforce. 

lie claims that the contract made with said Slater to perfect the 
title, was for $1200, because said Slater had told him that it would 
require twelve separate suits, a suit for each lot in the two squares, 
in order to perfect the title, and each suit would cost $100. 

It is clear from the testimony that the complainant and said 
Slatei are both men of experience! and that they were acquainted, 
and had transactions together; but it is not so clear that they were 
jointly interested in the said contract to perfect the title to the said 
squares. The said contract of sale was executed in Slater’s office, 
or in Soran s office adjoining Slater’s, and he evidently was acting 
as agent in the matter, either representing complainant alone, or 
the complainant and the defendant, Reeves, jointly, in the matter 
of effecting the said sale; so that the court must assume that there is 
some force in the defendant Reeves’ contention that the two were 
interested in the whole matter of correcting the title, as well as in 
the sale. At least, the defendant contends, there is enough in the 
testimony to throw suspicion on the case, and to make it seem in¬ 
equitable for a court of equity to decree a specific performance. 

he complainant states, on page 117 of his testimony, that 
3/1 he never saw the defendant, Reeves, until about nine o’clock 
on the morning the said contract was signed, in Mr. Slater’s 
office, and that he was introduced to Mr. Reeves by Mr. Slater. 

On page 120, he says, that he went into Mr. Slater’s office* about 
nine o’clock in the morning. Mr. Reeves was there, and Mr. Soran 
was sitting at his desk. Mr. Slater was there. I quote his testi¬ 
mony in full at this point, as follows:— 

“Mr. Slater made the proposition that I wanted to buy his two 
squares. I thought they were two squares, but they are triangular 
squares, half squares. I said, “have you got a good title,” and he 
said, “no.” I said, “I don’t want any bad title. I don’t want any 
title except a good title.” Then John talked to me, and advised me 
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to buy it. lie said, “lie’s a good square fellow.” I didn’t know the 

man, neeer met him before. So finally I came to the conclusion 

that I would take it. lie said, “Mr. Bride, if you don’t take it I 

" 111 fi" , . ,ut and 8 et somebody else to buy it. I will sell it cheap ’ I 
am hard up for money.” cueap. i 

Q. Who said that? A. Mr. Beeves. He said, “I want some 

7^'-:' b 7 so me. feed for my horses. I can afford to 
, e , >1 ‘heap. 1 have been living there for twentv-two veal's and it 
didn t cost me anything. I am going west when I get it sold and 
get the money.” I said, “that’s all r"gh, I don’t c^e where “J 
g°- It is immaterial to me. J 

”‘ 1 . S M ! j“j" ."'. hat dlscussion "as there in regard to the terms? 

about i^he and Ri agreement ^ ^ Th ° mas Sora “ 

thingT asked'him tTpuI ! ' nd ^ PU ‘ ^ That ’ S the ° nl y 

On cross-examination page 132, he was asked by Mr Ridout — 

l S' \° U f', the whole thing was settled inside of an hour’ Do 
I understand that this application to sell this property made bv Mr 

SX'i y "iCk r ‘;,^ 

Slated office. P '" S * an h ° Ur? A - Yes > sir > in Mr. 

«5 *r 

papeiis were all finished, and the agreement all fixed"” 1 eu e ’ 1 e 
lie stated thereafter that it was in Thomas Soran s office That 

hb'testhnon^ n MgPld ’° ' he Same tran *aetion, page 22 of 

373 make “to’Mr.TriLT ° f ,h f 80,6 *> 

thousand dollars cash I was to sell t r'% S ' V f ,'" e three 
pay the law suit expenses, and take t e property ^ofWd’? 'if ‘° 
up my hands and get out of it • 1 H ' \ °£ ered (o throw 

they could not wi,,The ^L ,n ea ^" in 7t ?" d Mr ‘ - Slater paid 
Hallam’s steps one day and “wanted to J? , ! ■?'* g01n £ l 'P Mr. 

three thousand dollars and they to Mke'flL°" <>f w ex P e ‘‘ ,ln g to get 
was against it. ' ,0 take the P r «perty, and pay what 

Q. With the understanding that you were to nw \fr qi * e 
clearing it? A. Thev wpvp tn no,- * . ; L . 10 pa * v ^ lr * Plater for 

thousand dollars cash. That wV< e ' ei ^ , lin £> ai !^ £i ye me three 
tracted with them ” * understanding when I con- 

<M or H -or aid h„J , S tak ' ** ’ ** 

Hs says again, on page 22, 

“I just sold the property to Mr. Bride for three thousand dollars, 
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and they were to take all the law suits, and give me three thousand 
dollars, and 1 was to get out.” 

If the defendant Reeves was competent to make a contract at the 
time, of course he would be presumed to have knowledge of the con¬ 
tents of this paper, and the reasonable meaning of the words used 
there are some words in the contract, however, that might lead an 
07 t ^norant man, or a man dulled by liquor, to conclude that 
1 4 what he was agreeing to dispose of, was his claim to the prop¬ 
erty In other words, that he was to execute a quit-claim 
deed and that the purchaser was to take it, subject to whatever the 
record might disclose in the shape of hens or encumbrances of anv 
kind, lor the language used is this:— 

HO I Mr 'A e n- eS . a g rees > as soon as he acquires a good title to squares 
604 and 605, to turn over to Cotter T. Bride, his right, title, and 

lars^ St ’ m KUC s<luares ’ upon the Payment of three thousand dol- 

It is true the words following are:_ 

The same to be a good title, and free of encumbrances.” 

1 he language to turn over his right, title, and interestmight in- 

of ( « te 0 fLt a r,"' an ’ ° r 1 “I 311 of . srn , a11 ex P erience m making contracts 
L ( ’ t i r e V s °! l y to /imt-claim, and it may have been possi- 
ble^for the defendant honestly to believe that was what he had agreed 

The understanding of the two parties, as to the contents of the 

se ® ms , *° h ave been different, for the complainant declares 
that the only thing he asked to have put in the contract, (page 121 
of his testimony,)—“I don’t know how much taxes is due on the 

place. \ ou putin there, “free of taxes,” and he put that in That’s 
the only thing I asked him to put in.” nats 

Those words are not in the contract as written, and signed but 
the general words, “free of encumbrances ” 8 ’ Dut 

It may be a serious question as to whether the contract with Mr 
Slater, to perfect the title, could properly be considered an 
375 encumbrance, and if not, there would be room for honest 
difference of opinion as to that item, of $1200 

titta *7 the complainant understood that he was to get a good 
‘ 1 ‘ le ’ fr ee from all encumbrances, and that the inchoate right of 
( "? r Mrs- Reeves was to be conveyed in order to give him that 
good title, and that if any further decree was to be obtained per- 
fecting the title, that the same was to be obtained by Mr. Reeves 
r Reeves, however, says he did not so understand it, and he could 
not secure the signature of his wife; and he has not vet perfected the 
title; and notwithstanding the inability of the complainant to obtain 
the signature of the wife, and to have a perfect title he is still 
willing and anxious to have the contract enforced against the de 
fendant; and this contract on his part, seems to indicate that to. 
regards the contract as giving him a very good bargain The eri 
dence shows, that the property, with a good title and free of encum 
brances, was probably worth $ 6,000 at the date of said contract a£d 
considerably more than that at the present time 1 *’ d 

24—2510a 
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With the evident misunderstanding of the parties, as to what was 
meant by the words used in this writing, and the fair chance for such 
misunderstanding, by reason of the terms used, and by reason of the 
difference in the situation of the parties, even though the defendant, 
Keeves, was sober at the time, the court is unwilling to require that 
the contract shall be specifically performed. 

Mr. Justice Harlan, in the case of Hennessy v. Wool worth, 128 
U. S., 42, speaking of this remedy, says:— 

376 “Specific performance is not of absolute right. It rests 
entirely in judicial discretion, exercised, it is true, according 

to the settled principles of equity, and not arbitrarily or capriciously, 
yet always with reference to the facts of the particular case. 

Willard v. Tayloe, 8 Wallace, 557, 567; 

Marble Co. v. Ripley, 10 W allace, 339, 357; 

1 Story’s Eq. Jur. Sec. 742; 

Seymour v. Delaney, 6 Johnson’s Chancery, 222, 224. 

The question, in cases of specific performance, Lord Eldon said, 
is not what the court must do, but what, under the circumstances, it 
may do, in the exercise of its discretion, to grant or withhold relief 
of that character. 

White v. Damon, 7 Ves., 30, 35; 

Radcliffe v. Warrington, 12 Ves., 326, 331. 

It should never be granted, unless the terms of the agreement 
sought to be enforced, are clearly proved, or where it is left in doubt 
whether the party against whom relief is asked, in fact made such 
an agreement. 

Colson v. Thompson, 2 W T heat. 336, 341; 

Carr v. Duval, 14 Pet. 77, 83; 

Huddleston v. Briscoe, 11 Ves. 583, 591 •; 

Lanz v. McLaughlin, 14 Minnesota, 72; 

Waters v. Howard, 1 Maryland Ch. 112, 116.” 

Courts have frequently held that a contract shall be made under 
such favorable circumstances as to commend it to the court, before 
the same must be decreed to be specifically performed. 

377 There is a wide range of contracts which, in their inherent 
nature, and apart from any special relation of the parties, 

are so unfair, one-sided, and inequitable, that, notwithstanding their 
legal validity, a court of conscience must decline to give its active 
aid in their enforcement. 

In some states it is expressly provided by statute, that specific 
performance cannot be enforced against a party to a contract if it 
is not as to him just and reasonable. 

Hertzog v. Atchinson etc. R. R. Co., 153 Cal., 496; 

Chicora Fert. Co. v. Dunan, 91 Md. 153; 

Gunther Co. v. Brvwczynski, 107 Md. 696; 

36 Cyc. 612. 

Each case where specific performance is asked must depend upon 
its own circumstances, and while the contract may be strictly legal, 
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there may be circumstances connected with it that will justify the 
court in refusing to enforce it. 

Friend v. Lamb, 152 Pa. St. 529; 

White v. Bennett, 7 Rich. (S. C.) 260. 

In the case at bar, the acts of the parties at the time the contract 
was initiated; their conduct afterwards, in attempting to effect a 
further contract, by which Mrs. Reeves should join in the deed; 
the negotiations between the complainant and defendant, carried on 
through the attorney, Mr. Manogue, by which a further considera¬ 
tion was offered; the offer on the part of the complainant to modify 
the contract by taking a half interest only with the defendant; the 
defendant’s refusal to comply with the contract ; the delay, in 

378 bringing the action to enforce the contract; the construction 
which the court may properly place upon the words of the 

contract, by reason of the evidence enlightening the situation, and 
the understanding of the parties at the time; the doubt or suspicion 
thrown on the contract by the appearance of the seal to one copy, 
and to one name only; and the general atmosphere surrounding the 
case, which leaves the court in doubt as to whether the contract was 
not the result of over-reaching and misrepresentation on the part of 
the complainant and John G. Slater, and with whom the notary 
public who drew the contract was so closely associated; the inexperi¬ 
ence of the defendant, and his anxiety and dire need of a little 
money, when the contract was signed; from all these, and the other 
circumstances shown in the proof, the court must decline to enforce 
the contract by specific performance, and will enter a decree dismis¬ 
sing the bill. 

In as much, however, as the complainant has paid $100 to the 
defendant, and some other money in payment of taxes, or tax claims 
against the property, and the defendant tenders the same to him in 
the answer, the dismissal will be upon the terms that the defendant 
pay to the complainant the amount that is due him by reason of the 
said advances. 

JOB BARNARD, Justice. 

379 Decree Dismissing Bill, etc. 

Filed December 10, 1912. 

******* 

This cause coming on to be heard upon the proceedings and proofs, 
haying been argued by counsel and duly considered by the Court,' 
it is this 10th day of December, 1912, adjudged, ordered and decreed 
that upon the payment by the defendant James C. Reeves to the 
plaintiff of the sum of two hundred and ninety-eight and 02/100 
($298.02) dollars, with interest from December 2, 1912, the bill in 
this cause be and it is hereby dismissed with costs to be taxed by 
the Clerk, and that the respective defendants have execution there¬ 
for as at law against the plaintiff. 

By the Court: 


JOB BARNARD, Justice. 
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From this decree, the plaintiff in open court prays an Appeal to 
the Court of Appeals, and on his motion, the penalty of the bond 
for costs on said appeal is fixed at .$100, and for supersedeas at $o00. 

JOB BARNARD, Justice. 


Plaintiff's Assignment of Errors. 

Filed Deceml>er 14, 1912. 

******* 

The said above named plaintiff assigning error in the de- 

380 cree of the 10 day of December, A. D. 1912, and in the 
opinion of the Court, filed the 29 day of November 1912. 

upon which said decree is based, in the above entitled cause, con¬ 
formably to the rule of the Court of Appeals of the District of Colum¬ 
bia, in that behalf made and provided, respectfully submit- that in 
and by said decree the Court erred as follows: 

1. in entering said decree dismissing the bill. 

2. In refusing to grant the relief as prayed for in said bill in 
accordance with prayers thereof numbered two, three and four. 

3. In refusing to grant a decree directing specific performance of 
the Contract sued on in this case. 

4. In holding (Court’s opinion p. 5) that “the circumstance that 
a seal is found opposite the name of Reeves alone on one copy when 
two were executed, would seem to throw doubt on the genuineness of 
said seal” 

5. In holding (Court’s opinion p. 10) that the language of the 
contract “to turn over his right, title, and interest, might indicate to 
a man of small experience in making contracts of sale that he was 
only to quit claim, and it may have been possible for the defendant 
honestly to believe that was what he had agreed to do” as matter of 
fact, and as matter of law in holding such misunderstanding in the 
mind of the defendant alone, if it existed, could of itself affect the 

rights of parties as against the terms of the contract in writing. 

381 6. In holding as matter of fact upon the terms of the 
written contract that it might have been possible for the de¬ 
fendant honestly to believe that he had only agreed to quit claim 
(Court’s opinion p. 9), and in not holding that the terms “free of 
all encumbrances” implied more than a mere quit claim. 

7. In holding as matter of fact and of law that even though the 
parties may have in their separate minds placed different construc¬ 
tion upon the terms of the written contract upon that fact alone, and 
in the absence of any proof of misleading or the like, that such mis¬ 
interpretation, though uncommunicated by one party to the other, 
constitutes legal ground for refusing performance under the con¬ 
tract 

8. In holding, as matter of fact under the terms of the contract 
“Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title etc.”, that “it 
may be a serious question as to whether the contract with Mr. Slater 
to perfect the title, could be considered an encumbrance, and if not 
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MASON N. RICHARDSON. 
WILLIAM W. BRIDE, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

M emorandum. 

December 21, 1912.—Bond on appeal for $500 approved and filed. 
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Designation of Record. 
Filed January 4, 1913. 


• ^ ¥ jfr 

The derlv will please prepare the record for appeal in the above 

®" (,t . led ?!LW hc Court of A PP eals of the District of Columbia to 
consist of the following records: 9 ^ 

1. The original bill; 

2. The answers of the defendants respectivelv * 

3. Replication. . ’ 

togeth™lith d nexhTbiS ha,f ' f ‘ he PartieS> Plaintiff and defendante 

5. The decree. 

6. The opinion of the Court. 

7. The assignment of errors. 

„ T. h ® fact ag to filing and approval of bond and date 
9. 1 his designation. 

MASON N. RICHARDSON, 

Copy served defendants Jan. 4, 1912. ^ ttorney for Plaintiff. 
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Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 


I, John R. Young, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 
383, both inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, 
according to directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 29187 in Equity, wherein Cotter 
T. Bride is Plaintiff and James C. Reeves, et al. are Defendants, as 
the same remains upon the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in said District, this 
31st day of January, 1913. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 


JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk . 


Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. No. 
2510. Cotter T. Bride, appellant, vs. James C. Reeves et al. Court 
of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Feb. 4, 1913. Henry W. 
Hodges, clerk. 
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|/>urf of jjisfrid of Columbia. 

April Term, 1913. 


No. 2510. 


COTTER T. BRIDE, Appellant, 

vs. 

JAMES C. REEVES ET AL. 


BRIEF ON BEHALF OF APPELLANT. 


The appeal in this ease is from a decree of the court be¬ 
low dismissing a bill filed by the appellant, wherein he 
prayed for a decree in specific performance to enforce a con¬ 
tract of sale, in respect of real estate in the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, and refusing to grant the relief prayed for in the 
bill, the case having been finally heard on bill, answers, and 
testimony. This case was heretofore before this court on 
appeal from a decree of the court below, dismissing the bill 
upon demurrer, on the grounds, among others, that the con¬ 
tract sued on lacked mutuality, laches unexplained, and 
failure to make tender, and this court in reversing the decree 
below (36 App. D. C., 476) in the main established the law 
as to the contract. Subsequently answers were filed, evi- 
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dence taken, and the bill dismissed, upon grounds set forth 
in the opinion of the court below (R., 180), hereinafter dis¬ 
cussed. 

Statement of the Case. 

The bill of complaint tiled in the case alleges that on the 
4th day of March, 1904, James C. Reeves, owner of squares 
604 and 605, in the District of Columbia, but not having a 
good record title, began proceedings in equity to perfect his 
title, and pending such proceedings he entered into contract 
in writing with the plaintiff, Cotter T. Bride, for the sale of 
said lands, as follows (R., 2): 

“This agreement made and entered into this 14" 
day of April, 1905, by and between James C. Reeves, 
of the District of Columbia, party of the first part, 
and Cotter T. Bride, party of the second part,—Mr. 
Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title to 
squares six hundred and four (604) and six hundred 
and five (605) to turn over to Cotter T. Bride his 
right, title and interest in square six hundred and 
four (604) and square six hundred and five (605), 
upon the payment of three thousand dollars 
($3,000.00), the same to be a good title and free of 
incumbrances. Received on the above sixty and 
00/100 dollars ($60). 

“James C. Reeves, [seal.] 
“Cotter T. Bride. 

“District of Columbia, ss: 

“Personally appeared before me a Notary Public 
for the District of Columbia, aforesaid, James C. 
Reeves and Cotter T. Bride, who are personally 
known to me to be the persons who signed the above 
agreement, and acknowledged the same to be their 
act and deed. Given under my hand and seal this 
14 day of April, 1905. 

“Thomas W. Soraf, 

“Notary Public. 

“Received C. T. Bride $40.00, on account. 

“J. C. Reeves." 

4 







That in the suit instituted by Reeves to perfect his title 
a decree was not rendered until April 25, 1907. Shortly 
thereafter, in the months of May and June, 1907, plaintiff 
sought to induce the defendant to comply with his contract, 
tendering himself ready, able, and willing to comply; but 
defendant kept putting plaintiff off, and pending negotia¬ 
tions about the matter, on July 23, 1907, Reeves, together 
with his wife, encumbered the property with a trust for 
$500 (R., 3), and November 26, 1909, Reeves and his wife 
conveyed square 604 by deed to Green, who subsequently, 
15th December, 1909, conveyed the same to Light. That 
thereafter, January 3, 1910, Reeves entered into an agree¬ 
ment, recorded, for the sale of square 605 (R., 4), at the 
price of 6 cents per square foot, to include the dower right, 
it being expressly provided that Reeves will “procure his 
wife to join” (R., 14). That Green and Light had actual 
knowledge of the contract and of the plaintiff’s rights (R., 
4). That subsequently judgment at law was rendered 
against Reeves, which remained unsatisfied (R., 5). Taxes 
were not paid, and the property was sold for taxes (R., 5). 
That when plaintiff first learned that defendant had encum¬ 
bered the property he expostulated, and insisted that Reeves 
should remove the trust, and Reeves at times agreed to do 
so, and vacillated from one purpose to another, and kept 
postponing plaintiff (R., 5), but finally, because of a letter 
from W. Walton Edwards (R., 6), November 19, 1909, 
plaintiff brought his suit (R., 6). 

Reeves answered the bill (R., 15), denying that he ever 
entered into a valid or binding contract for the sale of said 
squares or that the legal effect of the paper is correctly set 
forth (R., 16). He admits that he and plaintiff signed a 
paper dated July 14, 1905, except that he says that his copy 
of the paper, which was executed in duplicate, contains no 
“seal” after the signature of either party, and that the 
paper relied on by plaintiff has been altered by plaintiff or 
by his procurement without the knowledge or consent of 




the defendant in a material matter ( i. e., the seal), and 
that thereby said paper has been wholly annulled and 
voided (R., 16). He admits that the paper was filed of 
record, but having been altered before its record such record 
is wholly ineffectual to impart notice to any person subse¬ 
quently dealing with the property (R., 16). That the paper 
is wholly ineffectual as a contract under section 1117 of the 
Code (R., 16). That one John G. Slater, who advertised as 
an expert in quieting title, acting with Bride, procured de¬ 
fendant to employ him, Slater, to quiet the title to said prop¬ 
erty, and defendant signed an agreement with Slater, 
whereby for the sum of $1,200 Slater agreed to pay all costs, 
furnish counsel, and file suit, and perfect the title, of which 
Bride had notice, and suit was filed to quiet title, but the de¬ 
cree obtained was ineffectual (R., 16). That in connection 
with proceedings to quiet title Slater, acting for Bride, pro¬ 
cured and induced Reeves to sign the contract of April 14, 
1905, and that the total sum paid by Bride under the con¬ 
tract was $100, and not $406.14, as claimed by him (R., 
16). That at the time he signed the paper, April 14, 1905, 
defendant was under the influence of intoxicating liquors, 
was not in mental condition capable of understanding it, 
and did not correctly understand its contents, which Slater 
and Bride intentionally misstated to him, and both Bride 
and Slater knew’ that he v’as so much under the influence of 
liquor as to be incapable of protecting his interests, and ad¬ 
vantage w’as taken of him by Slater and Bride, acting to¬ 
gether, not only in obtaining the unconscionable contract 
for quieting title, but also the paper of April 14, 1905, 
whereby, for the price of $3,000, Reeves was induced to sell 
property worth from $8,000 to $10,000, and for that reason 
is so unfair and inequitable as that specific performance 
ought not to be decreed (R., 17). He denies that the decree 
of April 25, 1907, vested in him a good record fee-simple 
title to such property, because of the omission of necessary 
parties, and he admits that plaintiff requested him, in May 
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or June, 1907, to execute a deed in accordance with the 
terms of the contract, but that he refused to comply with the 
agreement, and that as early as June, 1907, plaintiff knew 
that defendant denied all obligation under the contract. He 
further denies that plaintiff made any tender of readiness 
to comply with the terms of the contract (R., 17). That 
plaintiff delayed from April, 1907, to March 10, 1910, to 
take any steps to enforce compliance with said alleged agree¬ 
ment, and that during the period of unjustifiable delay, the 
value of the property, which was at the time of the contract 
worth twice as much as the price tendered, had advanced at 
least one-third, and that plaintiff deliberately deferred 
action, and speculated on the situation (R., 18). He admits 
the execution of said deed of trust, deeds and contracts, and 
the recovery of judgments, nonpayment of taxes as set forth 
in the bill (R., 18). 

The defendant Green answered said hill and admits that 
he purchased square 604 from Reeves and made said con¬ 
tract of sale as to square 605, hut denies that he had any 
actual notice of any specific rights of the plaintiff (R., 20), 
and denies that he had constructive notice by the record of 
the contract, on the ground that it is wholly insufficient as 
an agreement for the sale of lands under section 1117 of the 
Code, and he further says that since the date of said agree¬ 
ment of sale the value of the land has greatly increased in 
value (R., 20). 

The defendants Ridout, Edwards, Shipley (R., 21), 
Powell (R., 22), and Light (R., 23), likewise answered said 
bill. 

Thomas W. Soran, a notary acquainted with both parties, 
testified that the contract was executed before him and that 
Reeves was sober (R., 26). Soran wrote the paper, except 
signatures, at the instance of Mr. Bride, in the morning, and 
they came in towards noon and signed it (R., 26). Said 
contract was thereupon offered in evidence (R., 28). On 
cross-examination Soran stated that he had known Slater 




ten years. Slater did not tell him to prepare the paper, but 
Bride did, and he knows nothing about Slater in connection 
with the paper. Bride paid him $5 for preparing this 
paper. That he did not have any conversation with Slater 
prior to preparing it (R., 30). That he may have seen the 
money $60 paid at the time the contract was signed, but he 
cannot remember (R., 30). The receipt for the $60 is in 
his handwriting. 

W. W. Bride, son of plaintiff, and acquainted with Mr. 
Reeves, testified that about October, 1907, he heard a con¬ 
versation at the Walker Building between his father and 
Mr. Reeves, and his father, plaintiff, said to Reeves, “Reeves, 
have you made up your mind what you are going to do?” 
and Reeves said, “Well, don’t you worry about that. I will 
fix it up all right. You have got the contract.” Father 
said, “Well, you want to fix it up. I am tired of waiting” 
(R., 32). Daniel O’C. Callaghan testified he is acquainted 
with Reeves, and had several conversations with Reeves (R., 
34) in August, 1911, shortly after Reeves’ answer w T as filed, 
and subsequently about a w 7 eek later (R., 34). He then 
asked Reeves why in his answer he accused Slater and Bride 
of getting him drunk, and saying that he was drunk at the 
time of executing the contract. Reeves replied that if such 
statement appeared in his answer it was not true; that he 
never expressed such to counsel (R., 34). Subsequently 
Reeves said he had not taken a drink in his life time with 
Slater or Bride, and was sober the morning the paper was 
signed (R., 35). 

John G. Slater testified Reeves wanted witness to sell the 
property in question, and said he would take $3,000 for it, 
and said he wanted to sell it, and if witness did not sell it he 
was going to sell it. Witness went after Bride and per¬ 
suaded Bride to take it. Bride said he did not want to take 
it, as it w r as in litigation, and he might lose whatever he put 
in it. But witness persuaded him to do it (R., 36). The 
statement in the answer of the defendant that Bride was to 




receive part of the $1,200 commissions and fees due Slatei 
for correcting the title is not true. There was no agreement, 
directly or indirectly, that Bride was to receive any part of 
his fees, and Bride did not, directly or indirectly, ever re¬ 
ceive any part thereof (R., 37). That the statement in the 
answer of Reeves, that he, said Slater, and the said Bride 
intentionally misstated the contents and effect of said paper 
to this defendant” is not true (R., 37). That at the time 
Reeves signed the paper he was perfectly sober, and witness 
had no idea that he was under the influence of liquor (R., 
38). On cross-examination Slater stated that he had known 
Bride over 30 years, and has been closely associated with 
him in business dealings. That he was not the agent for 
Reeves to sell the property, and did not charge him any 
commission (R., 39). That he is to get from Bride nothing 
for his services in this case (R., 40). Slater attended every 
hearing in this matter, because he was asked by Mr. Bride 
to come, on account of knowing of the affair, and he at¬ 
tended the hearing in the Court of Appeals, because he 
wanted to come and his wife had a case on hearing at the 
same time (R., 41). On recross-examination witness stated 
that he urged Bride to buy the land, because Reeves stated 
he wanted the money, and if witness did not get some one to 
buy it he was going to get some one else to do it. 

John D. Coughlan, vice-president of the Columbia Title 
Company, stated that he had examined the title to squares 
604 and 605 in October, 1909, for defendant Green, which 
examination was reported to Green, and shows the contract, 
of record, between Bride and Reeves (R., 44). Said reports 
of title are offered in evidence showing said contract and tax 
sales (R., 46 to 55). 

W. W. Bride testified that in the fall of 1907, just 
outside of Hallam’s office, he saw Reeves (R,, 55). Witness 
did not know that, prior to that time, Reeves had refused to 
carry out the contract He knew that there were some ob¬ 
jections or differences of opinion about it, but he did not 
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know that he had actually declined, nor did he know that he 
had finally declined until he received the letter from Mr. 
Edwards. That he believes that some proposition was made 
to Reeves by his father, but he does not remember details 
(R., 56). The only conversation witness had with Reeves 
was the one in front of Hallam’s office. That suit was not 
brought sooner because Mr. Reeves was continuously vacilla¬ 
ting from time to time. \\ it ness had no personal know¬ 
ledge of it, only what he heard from his father (R., 56). 

That his father had no other contract with Reeves than the 
one in suit (R., 57). 

Wm. H. Manogue testified that he is a member of the bar, 
over twenty years, and is acquainted with Mr. Bride (R., 
58) and Mr. Reeves, and that within three or four months 
after the court’s decree vesting title in Reeves, Bride came 
to witness and said he had contract for the purchase of the 
squares and wanted him to take a half interest with him. 
Witness went down there with Bride, and met Reeves, and 
witness told Reeves that he was about to take interest in the 
contract by purchasing a half interest. Reeves said that 
the land had gone up somewhat, and he did not know' about 
his wife carrying out the contract. He said as far as he was 
concerned he w'as willing to carry it out. Witness told 
Reeves that he himself w'ould be willing to make an addi¬ 
tional allowance, go as to carry out the contract, so that they 
could get all the title that he and Mrs. Reeves had, and sug¬ 
gested that he talk with his wife about it (R., 58). The ad¬ 
ditional consideration was for the purpose of getting his wife 
to sign the deed. He said that he w’ould take up the matter 
with his wdfe, and would call to see him in a few' days. He 
did not call, but wdthin a w’eek witness and Bride went to 
Reeves' house and met Mr. and Mrs. Reeves, and witness 
talked with them about carrying out the contract, and wit¬ 
ness offered $500 additional for the purpose of having both 
of them sign the deed to carry out the original contract 
(R., 59). Ree\ es did not on either of those occasions object 
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to carrying out the contract on his part without additional 
consideration, which was offered to get his wife to sign. He 
put it up to his wife (R., 59). They said that they would 
come to his office and made a definite appointment, but they 
did not come. About that time Walton Edward’s took up the 
matter with witness, with a view of giving more money for 
the squares. There was no encumbrance on the property at 
the time witness had his first conversation with Reeves, and 
he learned of it shortly after his visit to Mr. and Mr. Reeves 

fc.' 

at the house, the second meeting, within a few weeks after¬ 
wards (R., 59). Mr. Reeves at both interviews did not ob¬ 
ject on his part to carrying out the contract, and witness’ 
interviews with Edwards were subsequent thereto (R., 59). 
Instead of Mr. and Mrs. Reeves meeting him as agreed, Ed¬ 
wards communicated with witness, and said his offer was too 
cheap, and witness told Edwards what happened at the two 
interviews and offered him $4,000 for the property (R., 

59) . The additional $1,000 was for the purpose of getting 
Mrs. Reeves to sign (R., 60). .This offer was not accepted 
and Edwards wanted $5,000, which witness declined (R., 

60) . That w r as the end of negotiations, as far as he was con¬ 
cerned. That witness first became connected with the mat¬ 
ter by Mr. Bride bringing him a number of tax-sale certifi¬ 
cates he held on the property, which witness merely held to 
turn back to Bride after his negotiations with Edwards were 
off, and he ultimately turned them back to Bride. That he 
received letters dated August 3, 1909; October 29, 1909; 
February 16, 1910, from Mr. Edwards (R., 62, 63). 

That witness was acting for Bride, and Edwards was act¬ 
ing for Reeves. In the letter of August 3, 1909, Edwards 
states, among other things: “Beg to advise you that Mr. 
Bride has, in my opinion, no lien against the property, but 
only a contract to buy, and which he may or may not be 
able to enforce by suit in equity. Unless his suit is begun 
by April next, Mr. Reeves can plead the statute of limita¬ 
tions to his suit, and then will be in a position to proceed 

2h 




against Mr. Bride by suit to clear title of the property is 
not sold in the meanwhile.” In the letter of August 3, 
1909, Edwards states: “Please furnish me statement in writ¬ 
ing at once what Bride furnished Reeves, and let me know 
if he will accept that amount in cash with interest for his 
claim against Reeves.” In reply to letter of Edwards of Oc¬ 
tober 29, 1909, Manogue writes letter of November 15, 1909, 
in which he states: “I beg to say that I fear I will not be 
able to help you in this matter. I cannot get anything defi¬ 
nite from Mr. Bride, and it seems impossible for me to have 
him say what he wants, except that he intends to stand on 
the agreement” (R., 63, 64). Then follows the letter of Ed¬ 
wards, February 16, 1910, being in further effort to adjust 
the terms of settlement (R., 63). 

Slater had nothing to do with the matter of witness’ at¬ 
tempt to purchase a half interest, and Bride never conveyed 
any information to witness that Slater was interested in the 
property (R., 74). That Slater had some dealings with 
Reeves, and he consummated the contract for Mr. Bride 
(R., 74). Bride did not state to witness that he realized 
that he had no claim under the contract (R., 75). That 
witness is familiar with values in that section, and he thinks 
there has been very little advance in value in that property 
since 1907 (R., 75). There has been no improvements and 
no change to make any advance in values (R., 75). That 
the property was hardly worth the trouble of getting titles 
for single lots. That pending his negotiations with Ed¬ 
wards, witness had at no time agreed to obtain Bride’s con¬ 
tract, which he claimed to have in respect to the land. He 
had no right to do that (R., 76). That these negotiations 
continued up until about the date of the last letter, when 
witness offered the $1,000 for the signature of Mrs. Reeves 
(R., 77): 

It further appears by the evidence, though not produced 
until within defendant’s evidence, that Manogue wrote Ed¬ 
wards, June 23, 1908, in the course of these negotiations, a 
letter, as follows (R., 178): 




“Even though your client does not remember all 
the amounts claimed to have been paid, for him, 
there are undisputed enough of claims to warrant 
Mr. Bride in claiming this amount, if he is to release 
tax sales drawing 12 per cent, dismiss his claim to 
purchase the land at 3 cents as provided in the op¬ 
tion, and then take a note for his amount, and on a 
portion of this property said note to be only a second 
trust.” June 23, 1908. 

Cotter T. Bride testified in his own behalf as follows: 
That the first time he ever saw Reeves was when he was in¬ 
troduced to him by Slater on the morning the contract was 
signed. That he and Reeves signed the paper; as to the 
word “seal,” Reeves put it there himself. Witness never 
put a pen to it since then, and the paper was never in any¬ 
wise altered at any time since it has been in his possession 
by witness or by any other person (R., 78). At the time 
Reeves signed the paper he was sober as any man he had 
ever seen. There was nothing in his appearance to indicate 
that he was under the influence of liquor. That witness did 
not on that occasion get Reeves into a condition of insobri¬ 
ety, and never drank with him in his life (R., 78). In 
Slater’s office witness met Reeves after his answer had been 
filed, and witness asked Reeves, “Why did you swear to such 
a thing in that paper that I got you drunk?” • He said, “I 
never swore to it. That was put in there by my lawyers” 
(R., 79). That at the time he signed the contract he gave 
Reeves $60. That he subsequently gave Reeves $40. I 
gave him $10 in Slater’s office, and then a check for $30 
at his house on January 19, 1906. The check is in evidence 
(R., 79). That at the time he bought the property witness 
went into Slater’s office, and Reeves was there, and Soran 
sitting at the desk. Slater was there. Slater made a propo¬ 
sition for witness to buy the two squares. They were half 
squares. I said, “Have you got a good title?” and he sai<£ 
“No;” I said, “I do not want any bad title. I do not want 
any title except a good title.” Then Slater talked to me and 






advised me to buy it. Witness had never met Reeves before. 
So witness finally came to the conclusion to buy it. Reeves 
said: “Mr. Bride, if you do not take it, I will go out and get 
somebody else to buy it. I will sell it cheap. I am hard 
up for money (R., 79). I want to buy some feed for my 
horses. I can afford to sell it cheap. I have been living 
there 22 years, and it did not cost me anything. I am going 
West when I get it sold, and get the money” (R., 79, 80). 
That the witness did not know how much taxes were due on 
the place, and he asked that there be put in “free of taxes. 
That is the only thing that he asked to be put in. That 
Reeves understood the terms of the paper (R., 80). That 
some time after the contract was signed Reeves told witness 
that tax deeds were to be gotten against the property, and 
got witness to pay the taxes (R., 80). That witness paid 
all the tax bills here shown him, at Reeves’ request, after the 
contract was signed, to save the property (R., 80). These 
five tax bills are here offered in evidence (R., 81 and 110-22, 
inc.). Reeves asked witness to take up bill for redemption 
from sale for taxes, in order to save him (R., 81). That if 
he had not had this contract with Reeves he would not have 
paid these bills (R., 81). After the decree perfecting the 
title had been rendered, witness saw Reeves several times (R., 
81). The first time was in a few days after the decree was 
signed, and Reeves stated to him, “That will be all right; I 
will do it. Just give me a chance. I will not go back on 
you. I will do the square thing by you.” That is the kind 
of talk he did all along (R., 82). He continued to say that 
np to the time I brought suit, every time witness met him. 
One day Reeves said to witness, “Well, if it was not for that 
man Shipley taking me to Edwards, we would have come to 
a settlement long ago. T am tied up,” he said; “he tied me 
up.” That Reeves meant that Edwards had loaned him 
$500 secured on the property by deed of trust. That this 
was kept up for several years (R., 82). Witness told 
Manogue he would give him half of it for $1,500, if he 
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could make some arrangement so as to settle the thing up 
(R., 82). When he received the letter from Edwards he 
brought his suit, and prior to that he had no idea but that 
he would come to terms (R., 82-83). Three or four months 
after the decree quieting title witness saw Reeves outside of 
Hallam’s office, and Reeves said he would fix it all right; 
but just give him a little time; that he had gotten into 
trouble with Edwards. That he would fix it up as soon as 
he could (R., 83). He also went with Manogue to see 
Reeves, about a year after that, and Reeves then said it was 
too cheap, and that he could not get his wife to sign (R., 
83). That witness kept the $3,000 a little over two years 
and never touched it (R., 84). He lost the interest on it for 
a little over two years. On cross-examination witness stated 
that the whole matter as to witness buying the property took 
place inside of an hour in Slater’s office. That is, in Tom 
Soran’s office, and Reeves was present during the whole of 
the discussion (R., 85). That it was the following fall, 
after he got the decree, witness went down to see Reeves 
with Manogue, because he brought back some cabbages in 
the buggy (R., 87). That witness received a letter from 
Edwards, July 26, 1907, returning by check the deposit he 
had made with Reeves, but that witness had returned it to 
him (R., 88). That witness never saw Reeves drunk (R., 
90). That Reeves was perfectly sober the time he came up 
to his house to get the $30 check (R., 90). That witness 
did not want to give him any more money than he could 
help, because he told witness if he lost the suit witness would 
be out to Reeves, but Reeves said, “I have got to have some 
more money” (R., 90). That Manogue had no authority 
to surrender the tax papers unless he got the property 
(R., 91). 

As matter of defense it was sought to be shown that 
Reeves was a man frequently under the influence of liquor, 
and Howison, a witness, so testified, but he was not able to 
say that Reeves was under the influence of liquor during the 
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month when the contract was signed (R., 127), and Mrs. 
Reeves also so testified. She said that Reeves showed her the 
contract when he came home after he had signed it, that 
evening (R., 129), and that he was under the influence of 
liquor then. That he had been drinking in the morning. 
The next morning, just as soon as he had sobered up, after 
getting breakfact, he knew what he was talking about, and 
he said that he was to get $3,000 clear of all encumbrances 
(R., 130). That she is familiar with his handwriting, and 
the word seal is in his handwriting, and then, it looks very 
much like his handwriting (R., 131). That the next morn¬ 
ing be was able to talk, and understand the contract, when 
he showed it to her (R., 132). Her idea is that a man is 
never sober when he has had three drinks; but she does not 
mean bv that to sav he was intoxicated, and in that 
sense he was never sober (R., 133). Mr. Reeves himself 
testified he met Mr. Slater at Norris’, and as a result made 
the contract to clear the title with Slater. His first under¬ 
standing was that he was to clear up the title for $100 a suit, 
and two or three lots were to be in one suit; as it was he 
made twelve suits, or $1,200. That he signed an agree¬ 
ment to pay him $1,200 for clearing off the title to the 
property” (R., 134). That he himself suggested the selling 
of the property to Bride. That he does not think the way 
he made the sale was a good sale (R., 134). That he just 
sold the property to Bride for $3,000; they were to take all 
the law suits and give me $3,000 and I was to get out. That 
he had frequently seen Bride before, nearly every time he 
went to Slater’s office. That Slater had made him a prior 
offer for the property of $5,000 (R., 135). When shown 
his signature and the word seal to the contract he at first 
said, “It don’t look like my writing” (R., 136). That he 
never wrote that word; that he was given a copy of the con¬ 
tract. That no statement or representation was made to 
him at the time he signed the contract, and he thought he 
was getting a contract to sell the ground for $3,000 clear 
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case. When shown the word “seal” he said, It is very 
much like my handwriting, but he never signed it (R., 

141) . That to the best of his knowledge it was not there 
when he signed the paper (R., 141). That he does not 
know that Slater read the paper to him, or misrepresented 
it, and he does not know as Bride did, either (R., 141). 
That he does not think that Slater knew what the contract 
was (R., 142). That he never paid Slater anything on his 
contract, but let him get a judgment for it; he let the judg¬ 
ment go by default (R., 142). That since the contract with 
Bride, and while the suit was going on, he asked Bride to 
take up some of the taxes and hold them for him, and that 
was a long time after the agreement (R., 142). That 
neither Bride nor Slater ever misstated the paper to him. 
That neither Bride nor Slater ever read the paper to him. 
That if he has stated that they did misrepresent the paper, 
it is because the paper itself showed it was a misrepresenta¬ 
tion. When he got home and read it, it was a misrepre¬ 
sentation, and he never paid any more attention to it (R., 

142) . That when he signed the paper he was sober enough 
to know that the word “seal” was not at the end of his name, 
which fact he remembers (R., 143). That as to the sale of 
the property, he might have brought up the question first 
himself; he first offered it to Slater and he did not have any 
money at the time. That he told Slater he was going to 
sell it if he could get $3,000, and get out of the lawsuit; 
that on this occasion he told Bride he would have sold it to 
Slater if he had had the money for it, and he would have 
sold it to anybody else that would have given him $3,000 
clear for it (R., 144). That he could not say how long it 
was after he took the contract home that he understood its 
contents; maybe a week; his wife read it to him. That he 
always understood the contract, that he was to get $3,000, 
and they were to take the property and pay expenses (R., 
144). That when he sold this property to Green, one 
square at 4 cents and one for 6, it included his wife’s dower 
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been possible for the defendant honestly to believe that was 
what he had agreed to do/’ as matter of fact, and as matter 
of law in holding such misunderstanding in the mind of 
the defendant alone, if it existed, could of itself affect the 
rights of parties as against the terms of the contract in 

writing. 

6. In holding as matter of fact upon the terms of the 
written contract that it might have been possible for the de¬ 
fendant honestly to believe that he had only agreed to quit¬ 
claim (court’s opinion, p. 9), and in not holding that the 
terms “free of all encumbrances” implied more than a mere 

quitclaim. 

7. In holding as matter of fact and of law that even 
though the parties may have in their separate minds placed 
different construction upon the terms of the written con¬ 
tract upon that fact alone, and in the absence of any proof 
of misleading or the like, that such misinterpretation, 
though uncommunicated by one party to the other, consti¬ 
tutes legal ground for refusing performance under the con- 

tract. 

8. In holding, as matter of fact under the terms of the 
contract, “Mr. Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good 
title etc.,” that “it may be a serious question as to whether 
the contract with Mr. Slater to perfect the title could be con¬ 
sidered an encumbrance, and if not there would be room for 
honest difference of opinion as to that item of $1,200,” and 
in not holding that the terms of the contract, as above ex¬ 
pressed. required said Reeves to deliver a perfected title 

(court’s opinion, p. 10). 

9. In not holding that said Reeves, by asking and accept¬ 
ing additional sums of money, in cash, and in payment of 
taxes after the date of the signing of the contract, did 
thereby, subsequently to its signing, ratify and confirm the 

said contract. 

10. In holding that the subsequent conduct of the parties 
“in attempting to effect a further contract by which Mrs. 
Reeves should join in the deed; the negotiations between the 
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plaintiff and the defendant carried on through the attorney 
Mr. Manogue, by which a further consideration was offered; 
the offer of the plaintiff to modify the contract by taking a 
half interest only with the defendant/’ were acts in abandon¬ 
ment of the contract, and in not holding such acts to have 
been in the effort of compromise, and non-prejudicial to the 
plaintiff’s rights. 

11. In not holding that the delay in bringing suit was 
occasioned by the mutual conduct of the parties, in their 
effort to compromise, and non-prejudicial to plaintiff’s 
rights. 

12. In holding that there is any just ground for the be¬ 
lief that there was overreaching and misrepresentation on 
the part of the plaintiff and John G. Slater in securing the 
execution of the contract. 


ARGUMENT. 

The law of the contract sued on in this case was fully de¬ 
termined by this court in the former appeal in favor of the 
appellant (Bride vs. Reeves, 36 App. D. 0., 476), and the 
facts of the case, rightly interpreted, bring the appellant 
well within the principles as heretofore laid down by this 
court as governing this case. The court below in its opinion 
says “if the contract as between the parties is fair and equi¬ 
table,” then the plaintiff should be entitled to have the same 
specifically enforced. The court thereupon by special de¬ 
ductions proceeds to conclude generally that the contract was 
not fair and equitable, and that it was not understood by 
both parties. Upon these grounds the court below rests its 
decision. 

It is submitted that the court below is in error in its spe¬ 
cial deductions, and in its general conclusions based there¬ 
upon. In the first place, then, the court, as leading up to its 
general conclusion, holds, from the mere fact that the word 
“seal” was not attached to both copies of the contract, and 






is found opposite the name of Reeves on one copy alone, 
when two were executed, this would seem to throw doubt on 
the genuineness of said seal. In other words, the court 
below in fact adopts the statement in the sworn answer of 
the defendant, “plaintiff had altered the contract.” Ap¬ 
pellant has included this conclusion of the court below as 
one of the grounds of error, because it is one of the con¬ 
trolling circumstances of suspicion in the mind of the court, 
inviting the adverse decree (assignment of error 4, p. 188). 

It is submitted that upon the record the conclusion is un¬ 
just to plaintiff and is not borne out by the record. Mrs. 
Reeves, when first shown the handwriting of the word 
“seal/’ at once pronounced it to be the handwriting of her 
husband (R., 131), stated that she was familiar with his 
handwriting, and finally stated that, in her very best judg¬ 
ment, it looked very much like his handwriting (R., 131) ; 
and Reeves himself, when asked about it, said that it looked 
very much like his handwriting (R., 141), yet he was will¬ 
ing to go so far as to say that, although he was drunk, as he 
claimed, at the time the contract was signed, and he had not 
seen the contract since he had signed it, long prior to the 
time of the giving his evidence, when, as he says, it was first 
shown him (it having always been in Bride’s possession, 
and Reeves having his own copy), vet. as a fact, the word 
“seal” was not upon the paper when he signed it. He states 
this as a fact of memory of the occurrences at the time the 
contract was signed. On the other hand, Mr. Bride testified 
positively that he had not altered the paper and had not 
placed the word “seal” upon it. And to what advantage 
would it have been for him to do so? Suit was brought 
within the three-vear period of limitation of the time fixed 
for performance, that is. the perfecting of the title, and the 
word “seal” gave him no greater period of time within which 
to sue as the contract did not purport to be under seal, 
and gave no added strength to the contract. The pretended 
alteration, therefore, was immaterial, of no legal effect, and 



reference to it only material as showing the state of the 
mind of Reeves. Is there not more ground for belief that 
Reeves, fully advised as to the legal situation, has delib¬ 
erately but mistakenly sought to take advantage of the cir¬ 
cumstances that there is but one seal, and to make it a cir¬ 
cumstance of doubt, in order to avail himself of the legal 
ground suggested in his answer, and to evade the decision 
of this court? Does it not rather appear that the sole and 
underlying motive on the part of Reeves was to establish 
his pretended defense of want of constructive notice to sub¬ 
sequent purchasers and persons dealing with the property, 
to whom he had entered into contracts to defeat his con¬ 
tract with Bride, and thereby set at naught the ruling and 
opinion of this court, to the effect that the recording of the 
contract was binding upon subsequent purchasers, Light and 
Green? (3 par. of answer of Reeves, p. 16.) If this is a 
correct analysis of the position of Reeves, what, then, must 
the court conclude as to the good faith in respect of the 
whole of his testimony? 

And next we wish to consider the special deduction of the 
court, which, as matter of objection to the contract, is first 
asserted in the answer of Reeves, that he was drunk at the 
time the contract was signed, the court below having in¬ 
stanced this as one of the circumstances leading to its gen¬ 
eral conclusion in “the acts of the parties at the time the 
contract was signed” (R., 187). 

It is true that by his answer, and in the evidence, both 
Mr. and Mrs. Reeves say that Reeves was drunk at the time 
he signed the contract. But this defense is plainly a mere 
afterthought and is not consistent with the facts. 

Aside from the evidence of Mr. Bride (R., 78) that 
Reeves was perfectly sober at the time the contract was 
signed, and also the evidence of Soran to the same effect 
(R., 26), we have the circumstance that no question as to 
Mr. Reeves’ sobriety was raised by either Mr. or Mrs. Reeves 
on the several occasions within three or four months after 
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the decree was rendered quieting the title when Manogue 
and Bride first called on Reeves, and then on Mr. and Mrs. 
Reeves at their home (R., 58). Upon these occasions 
Reeves said that, a9 far as he was concerned, he was willing 
to carry out the contract, but that he could not get his wife 
to sign without additional consideration (R., 58), and as 
a result of the visit to the home, where the same statements 
were made, the parties made an agreement to meet again to 
see if they could agree upon terms for the dower right (R., 
59). Is it not strange that upon these occasions, both par¬ 
ties having full knowledge now of the contract, Reeves hav¬ 
ing his copy in his possession then well on to several years, 
Mrs. Reeves knowing the full situation, yet neither object¬ 
ing upon the ground that Reeves had been over-reached 
while intoxicated? They simply demanded more money 
for the dower right, no doubt having learned that the con¬ 
tract could not he enforced as against the wife, she not hav¬ 
ing signed the contract. The facts as stated by Manogue 
as to what transpired at these interviews is not denied by 
either Mr. or Mrs. Reeves. Can it be believed that had Mrs. 
Reeves known her husband had been induced to sign the 
contract while intoxicated, being now T unwilling to abide by 
its terms, that she would not have at once denounced it for 
that reason upon the occasion of the interview with Mr. 
Manogue? The vendors now had a motive to defeat the 
contract, in that they are offered a better price by Green, 
who, shortly after the decree, when Bride was demanding 
performance, offered them 5 cents a foot for the two squares 
(R., 140). So, when Bride made his demand upon Reeves 
shortly after the decree, as testified to by Reeves, he did not 
demur on the ground that he had been intoxicated and over- 
reached > but he told Bride there was nothing doing at that 
price (R., 156). And we search the record in vain, in all 
the interviews and negotiations as between the parties and 
their representatives, and nowhere do we find this suggestion 
until it finally crops up in the answer for the fitst time and 
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next in the evidence. Manogue testified that after his inter¬ 
views with Mrs. Reeves and Mr. Reeves (R., 60) that he 
had an interview with Edwards, acting for Mr. and Mrs. 
Reeves, to carry out the contract, provided the offer for the 
dower of Mrs. Reeves should be increased so that the price to 
be paid should be $5,000. But it does not appear that Mr. 
Edwards suggested that Mr. Reeves was drunk, or that his 
% eHents ha <* so instructed him, at the time the contract was 
signed. Then again we have all the letters and communi¬ 
cations passing between the parties, and nowhere do we find 
this thing intimated in any way as any possible ground for 
defeating the contract, and notably we refer to the letter of 
August 3, 1909 (R., 62), Edwards to Manogue, wherein 
Edwards states his ground to be that Bride has no lien 
against the property, but only a contract to buy, and that 
unless suit is brought prior to April ensuing Reeves can 
plead the statute of limitations. In good conscience, what 
need of the statute of limitations if a drunken man had 
been induced to sign a contract, unmindful of its contents? 
And, by the same token, what man, or what wife, or what 
attorney would not have indignantly rejected all overtures 
in respect of the performance of such a contract, and upon 
that ground, had it truthfully existed? Again, we have 
Reeves ratifying the contract, recognizing it as a valid con¬ 
tract by obtaining $40 additional thereupon from Bride 
January 19, 1906 (R., 79), as shown by the date on the 
check, eight or nine months after the date of the contract, 
all the while with a copy in his possession, long after its full . 
terms were understood by him, according to his own evi¬ 
dence and that of his wife, and when obtaining additional 
money he did not then say that he had signed the contract 
while under the influence of liquor. And there is no sug¬ 
gestion in the record from Reeves or his wife, or any per¬ 
son, that he was then under the influence of liquor or the 
dominion or influence in any way of any person. Again, on 
the occasions when he applied to Bride to save the property 
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from tax sales and to prevent purchasers from getting final 
deeds, which he did under the contract, and inducing Bride 
thereby to advance additional sums of money, and these 
tax bills are offered in evidence (R., 108-122). No sugges¬ 
tion appears in the record that Reeves was intoxicated upon 
any of these occasions. No evidence is offered to show that 
Bride knew that Reeves was a drinking man, or had ever 
seen him drunk, and Bride says that he was sober when he 
signed the contract and he denies that he ever took a drink 
with him in his life (R., 78). But the fact appears to be, 
by the evidence of Reeves himself, after he had signed the 
contract and had received the $60 from Bride, he went on 
out and got pretty well loaded (R., 137); that he got the 
$60 and went on a big drunk (R., 141). Here we have the 
explanation of the whole situation. It does not appear, how¬ 
ever, that Bride had knowledge of Reeves’ subsequent con¬ 
duct nor should he be held accountable for it. 

Did Reeves understand the contract at the time he signed 
it? The consideration of this question involves the 5, 6, and 
7 assignments of error (R., 188). The court below says 
(R., 182), speaking of the contract: “It is an inartificial 
paper apparently prepared on the spur of the moment, and 
when considered with reference to its contents, the alleged 
seal, and the fact that it was kept off the record for more 
than two years after it -was executed, would tend to throw 
some doubt as to how the paper was intended to be under¬ 
stood by both parties, and as to whether they had consid- 
. ered the matter carefully before signing the same.” 

We submit that the fact that the paper was not recorded 
for more than two years does not tend to show that Reeves 
or Bride did not understand the contract. Each had a copy 
of the contract. They both recognized this unrecorded con¬ 
tract, in that Reeves requested additional payment, and also 
that the property be saved from tax sales, and Bride com¬ 
plied with these requests. Does it not rather show Bride’s 
confidence in the belief that Reeves would comply without 
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an appeal to the record or the courts? As matter of fact 
the contract was not recorded until Reeves first began to 
show a disposition not to comply. Not long after his decree 
he began to dicker with Green (R., 140), and also soon 
after the decree he says he told Bride there was nothing 
doing at $3,000 (R., 156). Thereupon Bride recorded the 
contract, because of Reeves’ equivocal conduct then first 
manifest. This does not show lack of understanding on the 
part of Reeves of the plain terms of the contract, but rather 
a keen appreciation of them and the approach of a better 
bargain. 

Does the failure to record or the matter of the seal raise 
any doubt as to whether they had carefully considered the 
contract before signing? If so, how? Reeves had a copy 
of the paper in his possession always, so that he could read 
it at any time. His wife had full knowledge of it and they 
went over its contents the next morning, and six months 
after the paper had been in his possession, January 19, 1906, 
he requested an additional payment and gave receipt there¬ 
for on the back of Bride’s copy of the contract. A long 
time after the agreement had been signed he requested Bride 
to pay the taxes (R., 142). 

Again, the court says: “It seems to be an agreement to do 
something at some future time, rather than to do something 
at the time of execution.” The time when it is to go into 
execution is uncertain, no time limit is fixed as to the time 
when said title is to be perfected, and no obligation ap¬ 
parently is assumed by the defendant Reeves to perfect the 
title to said squares” (R., 183). But does not the paper 
plainly say on its face that “Reeves agrees as soon as he 
acquires a good title?” Reeves had then made the contract 
to quiet the title (R., 134). He knew what that contract 
was. He brought suit or suits for that purpose. He knew 
or must have known that the perfecting of the title was a 
matter thereafter to be determined and under his control 
as plaintiff in the proceedings. He knew that he had 
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already assumed the obligation to perfect the title by his con¬ 
tract for that purpose. There is no justification, it is sub¬ 
mitted, in the record for the assumption that Reeves did not 
understand these things, as he freely testifies to them, and 
the record abundantly shows from his own testimony that he 
did understand them. The time when the contract should 
go into effect, to be sure, was uncertain, but the event was not 
uncertain, and the matter of the time of the happening of the 
event was a thing entirely within his own control. 

The claim that he did not understand the written terms 
of the paper so long in his possession is not borne out by the 
record. On direct examination he says himself that it was 
he himself who suggested the sale to Bride. And he says, 
“I did not think the way I made the sale was a good sale” 
(R., 134). The matter was not misrepresented to him in 
any way, although in his answer lie does state “the said Slater 
and the said Bride intentionally mis-stated the contents of 
and effect of said paper to this defendant” (R., 17), for we 
find him in his testimony stating, when asked as to whether 
Slater had misrepresented the paper to him, “I do not think 
that Slater ever stated that contract to me.” “He never 
stated any contract to me.” “I do not know that he knew 
what the contract was” (R., 142). “They” (Bride and Slater) 
“never stated anything about the contents of that paper to 
me at all” (R., 142). Now, when Reeves was asked (R., 134) 
what his understanding of the contract was at the time of the 
contract he said, “Mr. Bride was to give me $3,000 cash. I 
was to sell to Mr. Bride, and he was to pay the law suit ex¬ 
penses, and take the property” (R., 134). Now, as matter of 
fact, that was precisely what the contract was, except as to 
the payment by Bride of the expenses of the lawsuit. He 
here shows a plain understanding of everything else but one 
item. Now, is it possible that he could be misled by the 
language of the contract as to that item? Is there any tech¬ 
nical ambiguity in the expression, “Reeves agrees as soon as 
he acquires a good title,” when it has been plainly shown 
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that he also knew fully as to his contract as to the quieting 
of the title (R., 134). By his own statement he shows ho 
understood. He further testifies, “I always understood the 
contract, that I was to get $3,000, and they were to take the 
property and pay expenses and take the ground’' (R., 144). 

I would haAe sold it to anybody that would have given me 
$3,000 clear for it (R., 144). “I told Mr. Bride and young 
Mr. Bride that I always wanted his father to have that prop¬ 
erty. That was the words I used, and I wanted his father 
to have it at the price of $3,000, and to pay the costs of the 
suit (R., 146). “I would be willing now r to get out of it 
for $3,000 cash, they to pay the expenses” (R., 146). But 
later in his evidence he even goes a step further, and under¬ 
takes to say that he meant by costs “all the trusts, and all 
the other costs people have put him to,” which all have 
accrued since the contract, $500 being a sum borrowed from 
Jesse H. Powell (R., 147). Obviously he could have had no 
reference to such matters at the time the contract was signed. 

Having admitted that the contract was not misstated to 
him, having a copy of it in his possession, the language of 
which is plain, and having again and again ratified that 
contract, he cannot now be heard to deny his contract. 

Next, we consider the eighth assignment of error: “In 
holding as matter of fact, under the terms of the contract Mr. 
Reeves agrees as soon as he acquires a good title, that it may 
be a serious question as to whether the contract with Mr. 
Slater to* perfect the title could be considered an encum¬ 
brance, and there would be room for honest difference of 
opinion as to that item of $1,200, and in not holding that 
the terms of the contract as above expressed required said 
Reeves to deliver a perfect title.” 

The contract to perfect the title, of course, was not an 
encumbrance in any sense; nor was it secured by deed of 
trust upon the land. That contract was entirely independent 
and outside of Bride s contract, and he had nothing whatever 
to do with it. But Reeves’ contract with Bride was plainly 
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for a good title, free of encumbrances. Under this contract 
Reeves certainly had to make his title good, or to present a 
title acceptable to the buyer. It made no difference to Bride 
what means Reeves adopted to that end. 

In this connection the court below also draws the inference 
that Bride did not understand the contract, because he asked 
that the contract provide “free of taxes,” and the scrivener 
wrote “free of any encumbrances.” It would certainly seem 
that the greater would include the less, and we cannot see 
how T from that circumstance Bride can be held on his part 
not to have understood the contract. 

The ninth assignment of error, “In not holding that said 
Reeves by asking for and accepting additional sums of money 
in cash and in payment of taxes after the date of the signing 
of the contract, did not thereby subsequently to its signing 
ratify and confirm the said contract,” has been sufficiently 
considered herein. 

Next, considering the tenth assignment of error (R., 189). 
It is submitted that the efforts to effect a further contract, by 
which Mrs. Reeves should join in the deed; the negotiations 
between the plaintiff and the defendant, carried on through 
Manogue, by which further consideration was offered; tlie 
offer of the plaintiff to modify the contract by taking a half 
interest with defendant, were not acts, it is submitted, in 
abandonment of the contract, and were each and every one 
of them in the spirit and effort of compromise, and accepted 
and treated as such by Reeves and his attorney, Edwards. 
The decree was rendered April 25, 1907, and July 23, 1907. 
Reeves complicated the title by encumbering it with a deed 
of trust (R., 8), thereby making compromise and adjustment 
necessarv. and the record show’s that from time to time he 
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agreed to remove the trust. In the interval between these 
two dates, we have the further fact that on April 30, 1907. 
Bride recorded his contract. Reeves says that Bride did this 
because “When I tried to sell the ground, Mr. Bride went 
over and filed the contract in court against me” (R., 138). 
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“I had a chance to sell the ground to a man named Green, 
not very long after the suit, at 5 cents a foot” (R., 40). 
Reeves was thereupon at once put on notice that Bride 
insisted upon his contract. So we have Reeves while con¬ 
ducting negotiations to sell to Green at the same time induc¬ 
ing Bride to believe that he intended to comply; for Bride 
has testified that Reeves said a few days after the decree, 
“That will be all right. I will do it. Just give me a chance. 
I will not go back on you. I will do the square thing by you. 
That was the kind of talk he did right along.” Manogue’s 
testimony is also to the same effect that Reeves, just prior to 
the recording of the deed of trust, stated that as far as he 
was concerned he would give the deed, but that Mrs. Reeves 
would not sign. By the consent then of all the parties, and 
for the purpose of adjusting the matter so as to get the entire 
title, negotiations were opened, not in abandonment of the 
contract, but in its enforcement, and for the purpose of ac¬ 
quiring Mrs. Reeves’ title, in which adjustment both Mr. and 
Mrs. Reeves joined, as well as their counsel. The only 
flifficulty was as to the amount the parties would be willing 
to give for the dower right. Mr. Manogue testified that his 
effort to acquire the dower in his interest continued up to 
within a week of the recording of the trust. He learned of 
the recording of the trust pending his negotiations with 
Edwards. His later negotiations were conducted in behalf 
of Bride. After the recording of the trust, the situation, of 
course, became more complicated, but the record discloses 
continuous negotiations to compromise and adjust the matter, 
as will not only appear by Mr. Manogue’s evidence, and also 
by the letters and correspondence between the parties. By 
his letter of May 28, 1907, only about a month after the 
decree, W. W. Bride, acting for his father, states, “I might 
also suggest that Mr. Bride stands ready at any time to carry 
out their agreement above referred to, and pay Mr. Reeves 
$3,000 immediately upon the transfer to him of the property 
in square, clear of any encumbrance.” So we have the ten- 
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der of performance on the part of Bride to carry out the con¬ 
tract as it stands, and this offer was never withdrawn. This 
letter discloses that at that time negotiations were pending be¬ 
tween Bride and Hallam, attorney for Reeves. This letter 
was not answered until July 26, 1907, by Edwards, acting as 
attorney for Reeves, and then, shortly after Reeves had com¬ 
plicated the situation by encumbering the property with the 
$500 trust. Subsequently, the matter was taken up by 
Manogue and Edwards, and negotiations were continued until 
terminated by the letter of Edwards of August 5, 1909, 
wherein he stated, “Unless proceeding is taken by April 
next, Mr. Reeves can plead the statute of limitations to his 
suit.” Suit was begun before April. 

So it is submitted that the evidence clearly indicates that 
Bride, immediately after the decree, insisted upon his rights 
regarding his contract, gave notice of his intention to enforce 
it, tendered himself ready to comply with the exact terms of 
the contract, offered to pay $3,000 and accept conveyance 
from Reeves, but in order to give Reeves better terms and also 
dispose of the question of dower, made offers of compromise, 
which offers were considered; and because of this effort to 
compromise and adjust the matter, delay ensued. That 
Reeves himself led Bride to believe he would ultimatelv 
carry out the contract, and that he vacillated in the matter 
is shown bv the whole tenor of his own evidence, of which a 
sample is this: 

‘T told Mr. Bride and young Mr. Bride that I 
always wanted his father to have that property. That 
was the w r ord I used, and I w r anted his father to have 
it at the price of $3,000 and to pay the costs of the 
suit.” 

It is further submitted that the evidence in respect of 
values fails to show’ that the bargain was an unfair one. 
According to Reeves’ testimony, he was willing, and is will- 
now, to sell to any person the entire title, including the dower 
right, for $3,000, plus the expenses of $1,200 of the suit in 
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$3,000, without the dower. There surely is no great dis¬ 
crepancy here. Edwards was willing after the decree to 
have Mr and Mrs. Reeves execute a deed conveying the 

er r 'g ht for $5,000. As the property had no doubt 
advanced some during the time when the title was being 
perfected, this difference is surely not enough to shock the 
conscience of the court; especially when we consider the fact 
that Edwards was, no doubt, demanding a full price. 

. anogue, who was a good business man, a lawyer familiar 
wit values, withdrew and was unwilling to give $5,000 to 
include the dower right, because he did not consider it worth 
i. He was willing to go in if he could get the property with 
the dower right for $4,000, but no more. Green’s offer 
was for the sum of $5,000, to include the dower right, and 
Mrs. Reeves did unite in a deed to Green for one square at 
4 cents a foot, or $4,000, including the dower right. As this 
was the price at which the parties themselves, even after all 
discussion and litigation were willing to deal with their own 

property, it does not seem necessary to discuss expert testi- 
mony as to value. 

Furthermore, Bride held $3,000 upon deposit for more 

than two years, without interest, for which he receives no 
just recompense. 

It is respectfully submitted that upon all the facts the 
decree below is error and should be reversed. 


MASON N. RICHARDSON, 
WILLIAM W. BRIDE, 

Attorneys for Appellant. 
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This is an apt illustration of the class of cases in which 
specific performance will not be decreed. 

The case, briefly stated, is this: 

James C. Reeves owned squares 604 and 605 in the ex¬ 
treme southwestern part of the city of Washington. The 
title of Reeves was based on adverse possession, and in order 
to make the title appear of record a proceeding under sec¬ 
tion $ of the Code was required. About the time Reeves 
discovered this necessity he unfortunately fell into the hands 


of one John G. Slater, an old acquaintance of this court, 
whose portrait has been painted in the opinions of this 
court in— 

Slater vs. Hammacher, 15 Appeals D. C., 558. 

Slater vs. Rudderforth, 25 Appeals D. C., 497. 

Slater told Reeves that there being twelve lots in the two 
squares it would be necessary to file twelve suits, costing 
$100 each, and Slater procured from Reeves a champertous 
agreement, whereby for $1,200 Slater undertook to procure 
at his expense decrees establishing Reeves’ title to said 
squares. Afterwards, while the suit Slater procured to be 
filed was pending, and while the relations between him and 
Reeves were such as that they could not deal at arm’s length, 
Slater engineered a sale, as it is called, by Reeves to Bride. 
Reeves says, and all the circumstances corroborate him, that 
he understood he was selling only his interest, Bride to as¬ 
sume all incumbrances, while Bride contends that he was 
to get for $3,000 two squares shown to be worth $6,000 
at the time the bill was filed, and out of the $3,000 Reeves 
was to pay off Slater and all taxes, so that he would actually 
only receive about $1,800. If one thing is clear on this 
record it is that Reeves thought he was to get $3,000. 

The agreement has been dealt with by this court in a 
previous decision and is only open now for such discussion 
as is appropriate, due regard being had to that decision. 
Quite apart from and beyond that decision certain conten¬ 
tions of the above-named appellees and principles of law 
arising thereon are open here and on this record. The 
principal of these questions are the following: That the 
paper relied on has been voided by a material and unex¬ 
plained alteration; that the minds of the parties to the agree¬ 
ment never really met, and so no binding contract was ever 
made; that the terms of the contract, its effect and the cir¬ 
cumstances and atmosphere surrounding its execution are so 
suspicious, dominated as the whole situation was by Slater, 
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who knew Reeves was trusting him, and yet was evidently 
acting in Bride’s interest, that under settled rules of equity 
jurisprudence specific performance ought not to be and will 
not be decreed j that because of delay and change of circum¬ 
stances the plaintiff below lost all right to equitable relief. 

In the able opinion of the learned trial justice all these 
contentions are discussed and dealt with and the testimony 
is applied and considered. 

It would be an unjustifiable consumption of the time of 
the court to repeat that discussion here. On the contrary, 
the manifestly proper course to be pursued, and which will 
be, is to adopt as part of this brief the said opinion found on 
pages 180-187 of the record. Upon that opinion and the 
record herein we respectfully submit that the decree below 
was right and should be affirmed. 

W. WALTON EDWARDS’, 

JOHN RIDOUT, 

Attorneys for Appellees Above Named. 




